Role expectations for principals in selected Iowa senior high schools as perceived by students, teachers, and principals by Brown, Steven Michael
Retrospective Theses and Dissertations Iowa State University Capstones, Theses andDissertations
1977
Role expectations for principals in selected Iowa
senior high schools as perceived by students,
teachers, and principals
Steven Michael Brown
Iowa State University
Follow this and additional works at: https://lib.dr.iastate.edu/rtd
Part of the Educational Administration and Supervision Commons
This Dissertation is brought to you for free and open access by the Iowa State University Capstones, Theses and Dissertations at Iowa State University
Digital Repository. It has been accepted for inclusion in Retrospective Theses and Dissertations by an authorized administrator of Iowa State University
Digital Repository. For more information, please contact digirep@iastate.edu.
Recommended Citation
Brown, Steven Michael, "Role expectations for principals in selected Iowa senior high schools as perceived by students, teachers, and
principals " (1977). Retrospective Theses and Dissertations. 6059.
https://lib.dr.iastate.edu/rtd/6059
INFORMATION TO USERS 
This material was produced from a microfilm copy of the original document. While 
the most advanced technological means to photograph and reproduce this document 
have been used, the quality is heavily dependent upon the quality of the original 
submitted. 
The following explanation of techniques is provided to help you understand 
markings or patterns which may appear on this reproduction. 
1. The sign or "target" for pages apparently lacking from the document 
photographed is "Missing Page(s)". If it was possible to obtain the missing 
page(s) or section, they are spliced into the film along with adjacent pages. 
This may have necessitated cutting thru an image and duplicating adjacent 
pages to insure you complete continuity. 
2. When an image on the film is obliterated with a large round black mark, it 
is an indication that the photographer suspected that the copy may have 
moved during exposure and thus cause a blurred image. You will find a 
good image of the page in the adjacent frame. 
3. When a map, drawing or chart, etc., was part of the material being 
photographed the photographer followed a definite method in 
"sectioning" the material. It is customary to begin photoing at the upper 
left hand corner of a large sheet and to continue photoing from left to 
right in equal sections with a small overlap. If necessary, sectioning is 
continued again — beginning below the first row and continuing on until 
complete. 
4. The majority of users indicate that the textual content is of greatest value, 
however, a somewhat higher quality reproduction could be made from 
"photographs" if essential to the understaiding of the dissertation. Silver 
prints of "photographs" may be ordered at additional charge by writing 
the Order Department, giving the catalog number, title, author and 
specific pages you wish reproduced. 
5. PLEASE NOTE: Some pages may have indistinct print. Filmed as 
received. 
University Microfilms International 
300 North Zeeb Road 
Ann Aibor. Michigan 48106 USA 
St. John's Road. Tyler's Green 
High Wycombe. Bucks, England HP10 8HR 
78-5924 
BROWN, Steven Michael, 1947-
ROLE EXPECTATIONS FOR PRINCIPALS IN 
SELECTED IOWA SENIOR HIGH SCHOOLS AS 
PERCEIVED BY STUDENTS, TEACHERS, AND 
PRINCIPALS. 
Iowa State University, 
Ph.D., 1977 
Education, administration 
University Microfilms International, Ann Arbor. Michigan 48io6 
Role expectations for principals in selected Iowa senior high schools 
as perceived by students, teachers, and principals 
by 
Steven Michael Brown 
A Dissertation Submitted to the 
Graduate Faculty in Partial Fulfillment of 
The Requirements for the Degree of 
DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY 
Department: Professional Studies 
Major: Education (Educational Administration) 
for the Graduate College 
Iowa State University 
Ames, Iowa 
1977 
Approved ; 
In ChargeNor Major Work* 
Signature was redacted for privacy.
Signature was redacted for privacy.
Signature was redacted for privacy.
ii 
TABLE OF CŒTENTS 
Page 
CHAPTER I. STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM AND REVIEW OF 
LITERATURE 1 
Introduction 1 
Statement of the Problem 2 
Delimitations 4 
Review of Literature 5 
Role theory 6 
Role conflict 8 
Role congruence 10 
Management theory 13 
Theory and commentary on appraisal 14 
Dynamics of leadership 16 
Evaluation of educational leadership 17 
Evaluating principal performance 20 
Summary and critique of literature 25 
CHAPTER II. METHODS, PROCEDURES, AND FINDINGS 28 
Selection of the Sample 28 
Description of the Instrument 29 
Collection of Data 30 
Field test: Opinion Scale of School Principals' Role 
Functions 31 
Treatment of the Data 32 
Findings 32 
CHAPTER III. SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 69 
Summary of Findings 70 
Limitations 71 
Conclusions 72 
Discussion 76 
Implications of the study 85 
iii 
Page 
Recooomendations 85 
Reconmendations for practice 85 
Recommendations for research 88 
BIBLIOGRAPHY 91 
ACKNOWLEDQIENTS 95 
APPENDIX A: LETTERS TO PRINCIPALS 96 
APPENDIX B: QUESTIONNAIRE 99 
APPENDIX C: REMAINING QUESTIONS WITH ANALYSIS OF 
VARIANCE TABLES 104 
APPENDIX D: GROUP MEANS COMPARING TAGGART/BROWN STUDIES 111 
APPENDIX E: OVERALL MEANS FOR EACH ITEM ON SURVEY 113 
APPENDIX F: DESCRIPTION OF POPULATION 116 
APPENDIX G: RELIABILITY ANALYSIS FOR INSTRUMENT 117 
APPENDIX H: PRINCIPALS' PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 
INDICATORS (PPEI) 118 
APPENDIX I: MEAN RESPONSES FOR ALL GROUPS 119 
iv 
LIST OF TABLES 
Page 
Table 1. Mean responses of the total sample's expectations 
of the principal's role functions based on the 
five-point, Likert-type scale 33 
Table 2. Grand mean responses for the total sample by school 
size, sex of respondent, and type of respondent. ... 34 
Table 3. Mean responses of the large high school and smaller 
high school sample for the role of the high school 
principal in orienting and inducting professional 
staff 34 
Table 4. Mean responses of the total samples expectations 
of the principal in assuming the duties of orient­
ing and inducting professional staff 35 
Table 5. Mean responses for the large high school sample and 
the smaller high school sample when addressing them­
selves to the role of the high school principal in 
the scheduling of students 36 
Table 6. The mean responses from the total sample reflecting 
their perceptions of the principal's role in schedul­
ing 36 
Table 7. The total sample's mean responses regarding their 
perception of the principal's role in plant plan­
ning 37 
Table 8. Analysis of variance for the mean responses of the 
sample's perceptions of the principal's function 
in the area of plant planning 38 
Table 9. Mean responses of the large high school and smaller 
high school respondents for the role of the princi­
pal in distributing supplies and equipment 39 
Table 10. Mean responses of the total sample's perceptions 
of the principal's responsibility for distributing 
supplies and equipment 39 
Table 11. Mean responses of the total sample for the princi­
pal's role in coordinating audiovisual activities. . . 40 
V 
Page 
Table 11. Mean responses of the total sample for the prin­
cipal's role in coordinating audiovisual activ­
ities 40 
Table 12. Analysis of variance for the mean responses of 
the sample's perception of the principal's role 
in coordinating audiovisual activities 40 
Table 13. Mean responses of the sample's perceptions of the 
role of the principal in arranging for substitute 
teachers 42 
Table 14. The mean responses of the total sample's percep­
tions of the principal's role in arranging for 
substitutes 42 
Table 15. Mean responses for the total sample's perceptions 
of the principal in assuming the task of direct­
ing the student activity program 43 
Table 16. Analysis of variance for the mean responses of 
the sample's perceptions of the principal's role 
in directing and supervising the student activity 
program 43 
Table 17. Large high schools and smaller high schools mean 
responses for the role of the high school princi­
pal in selecting and recruiting professional staff . . 45 
Table 18. Mean responses of the sample's perceptions of the 
principal's role in recruiting and selecting pro­
fessional staff 45 
Table 19. Mean responses of the total sample's role expecta­
tion of the principal in determining specifica­
tions for supplies and equipment 46 
Table 20. Analysis of variance for the mean responses of the 
respondent's perceptions of the principal's re­
sponsibility in the area of determining specifica­
tions for supplies and equipment 46 
Table 21. Mean responses of students, teachers, and princi­
pals from the two school sizes of the principal's 
function in for rating, promoting, and dismissing 
professional staff 47 
vi 
Page 
Table 22. Mean responses of the sample's perceptions of the 
role of the high school principal in dismissing, 
promoting, and rating professional staff 47 
Table 23. Mean responses of the large high school and smaller 
high school samples for the role of the principal 
in supervising professional staff 49 
Table 24. Analysis of variance for the mean responses of all 
respondents for the principal's role in supervising 
professional staff 49 
Table 25. Large high school and smaller high school mean re­
sponses for the high school principal's role in 
directing the guidance program 50 
50 
Table 26. Mean responses for the sample's perceptions of the 
principal's role in directing the guidance program. . 
Table 27. Mean responses for the sample's perceptions of the 
principal's role in controlling student behavior. ... 52 
Table 28. Analysis of variance for the mean responses of stu­
dents, teachers, and principals for the principal's 
role in controlling student behavior 52 
Table 29. Mean responses for the large and smaller high school 
sample for the principal's role in holding confer­
ences with parents and other lay citizens 53 
Table 30. Mean responses of the total sample's perceptions of 
the principal in assuming the responsibility of con­
ducting meetings with parents and other citizens of 
the community 53 
Table 31. Mean responses of the total sample's perceptions of 
the principal's role in directing the school lunch 
program 55 
Table 32. Mean responses of the total respondent's perceptions 
of the principal in directing the school lunch pro­
gram 55 
Table 33. Mean responses of the total sample's role perceptions 
of the principal in assuming the task of recruiting 
and selecting nonprofessional staff 56 
vii 
Page 
Table 34. Mean responses of the smaller and large high school 
samples for the role of the high school principal 
in recruiting and selecting nonprofessional staff. . . 56 
Table 35. The total sample's mean responses for their percep­
tion of the principal's role in preparing informa­
tion for distribution to public media 58 
Table 36. Analysis of variance for the sample's mean responses 
for the principal's role in preparing and disseminat­
ing information to the news media 58 
Table 37. Mean responses of the smaller and large high school 
sample for the principal's role in making reccanmenda-
tions to the school board for policy formulation and 
revision 59 
Table 38. Mean responses of the total sample's role perception 
of the principal in making recommendations to the 
board of education for policy formulation and re­
vision 59 
Table 39. The total sample's mean responses for the role of 
the high school principal in maintaining student 
personnel records 61 
Table 40. Analysis of variance of the mean responses of the 
sample's perceptions of principal's role in main­
taining student personnel records 61 
Table 41. Smaller and large high school sample's mean re­
sponses for the role of the principal in helping 
teachers plan effective remedial instruction 62 
Table 42. Mean responses of the total sample's perceptions 
of the principal's responsibility for assisting 
teachers in planning remedial instruction 62 
Table 43. Mean responses of the total student, teacher, prin­
cipal sample for the role of the high school princi­
pal in assisting teachers in diagnosing learning 
difficulties of students 63 
Table 44. Analysis of variance for the mean responses of the 
sample's perception of the principal's role in 
diagnosing learning difficulties of students 63 
viii 
Page 
Table 45. Mean responses for the sample's perception of the 
principal's role in accounting of students, census, 
and attendance 65 
Table 46. Mean responses of the smaller end large high school 
sample for the role of the principal in accounting 
of students, and attendance 65 
Table 47. Mean responses of the total sample's perceptions of 
the role of the principal in developing student re­
porting procedures 66 
Table 48. Analysis of variance for the mean responses of the 
sangle's perception of the principal's involvement 
in developing student reporting procedures 66 
Table 49. Mean responses for the sample's perception for the 
role of the principal in scheduling staff 67 
Table 50. Analysis of variance for the mean responses of the 
sample's role perception of the principal's respon­
sibility in scheduling staff 67 
Table 51. A comparison of administrative functions in New York 
in 1958, in Wyoming in 1975, and in Iowa in 1977. ... 80 
Table 52. A comparison of means for all of the role functions 
listed in the Opinion Scale for students, teachers, 
and principals 84 
Table C.l. Analysis of variance for question 1: "Directing a 
program for exceptional children" 105 
Table C.2. Analysis of variance for question 3: "Inventorying 
supplies and equipment" 105 
Table C.3. Analysis of variance for question 6: "Inducting and 
orienting nonprofessional staff personnel" 105 
Table C.4. Analysis of variance for question 7: "Rating, promot­
ing, and dismissing nonprofessional staff personnel". . 106 
Table C.5. Analysis of variance for question 8: "Counseling 
professional and nonprofessional staff personnel" . . . 106 
Table C.6. Analysis of variance for question 10: "Planning 
and coordinating a public relations program" 106 
ix 
Page 
Table C.7. Analysis of variance for question 12: "Revis­
ing the curriculum and selecting curriculum 
materials 107 
Table C.8. Analysis of variance for question 19: "Direct­
ing and coordinating the inservice training 
program 107 
Table C.9. Analysis of variance for question 20: "Super­
vising nonprofessional staff personnel" 107 
Table C.IO. Analysis of variance for question 21: "Working 
with PTA and other lay groups" 108 
Table C.ll. Analysis of variance for question 22: "Directing 
the health and safety program" 108 
Table C.12. Analysis of variance for question 26: "Maintain­
ing staff personnel records" 108 
Table C.13. Analysis of variance for question 30: "Conducting 
a research program" 109 
Table C.14. Analysis of variance for question 37: "Supervis­
ing and auditing internal accounts" 109 
Table C.15. Analysis of variance for question 38: "Direct­
ing a program of plant maintenance" 109 
Table C.16. Analysis of variance for question 39: "Helping 
the board of education in determining the educa­
tional needs of the community 110 
Table D.l. Group means for Taggart and Brown studies 112 
Table E.l. Overall means (X) for each item on Opinion Scale 
of School Principals ' Role Function 114 
Table F.l. Description of population 116 
Table G.I. Reliability analysis for instrument 117 
Table H.l. Principals' performance evaluation indicators. . . . 118 
Table I.l. Mean responses for the entire smaller school sample. 120 
Table 1.2. Mean responses for the entire large school sample. . 123 
X 
LIST OF FIGURES 
Page 
Figure 1. Actual and ideal role-personality relations 12 
1 
CHAPTER I. STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM AND REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
Introduction 
One of the most important tools in an administrative 
development program is the performance-evaluation procedure. 
Performance evaluation provides the information required 
to make decisions concerning the promotion, transfer, and 
training of administrative personnel. It also indicates 
how effectively an administrator is functioning in his job 
and whether or not he should continue in that job. (1) 
Formal evaluation of administrative personnel is a relatively re­
cent development in the history of education and is a direct result of 
increasing complexity in the operation of schools. The educational 
administrator has taken on more responsibilities during the last two 
decades. With this increase in responsibility comes the rising expec­
tations school boards, community members, other administrators, teachers, 
and students hold for an administrator. Evaluation systems have gen­
erally been designed to measure an administrator's ability to live up 
to those expectations, not his or her ability to perform the duties 
as prescribed by the actual position. 
DeVaugh (11) states briefly the purposes, scope, and procedures 
of administrator evaluation within the context of immediate and future 
educational goals. He asserts that implementation of an evaluation 
program requires an assessment made by the selected evaluator(s) as to 
whether or not the administrator is carirying out the goals of the actual 
position. 
In the opinion of Redfem (43), principal evaluation based on 
performance objectives is more meaningful than evaluation based on 
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predetermined performance standards with unilateral ratings by the 
principal's superiors. He discusses various reasons for implementing 
a principal evaluation program and describes how such a program can be 
accon^ li shed. 
Performance evaluation requires the establishment of appropriate 
work goals, the development of a clear-cut program of action, and the 
collection of leadership productivity evidence. Citing the need for 
principal evaluation, Rosenberg (44) argued that evaluation is of im­
portance to the district, to the school, and to the principal. 
Only with intelligent evaluation can education become 
clearly defined, achievement oriented, and provided with 
a rational basis for policies and decisions and actions 
which lead to greater and greater improvements. 
Evaluation should provide the school district with a comprehensive, 
valid, and reliable appraisal of the effectiveness of all principals in 
the district. The principal should be given dependable feedback, under­
standing of strengths and weaknesses, and insight into the role expec­
tations of students, teachers, peer-administrators, and superordinates-
The resultant goal of such an evaluation program should be greater 
effectiveness and competence. 
Statement of the Problem 
The principalship continues to be one of the most durable and 
critical positions in the administration of American schools. Although 
there are many internal and external variables or forces which affect 
the daily operation of the school, the principal still remains the ad­
ministrator most closely associated with the implementation of the 
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total school program. 
According to a two-year study by the Consortium for Educational 
Leadership at the University of Chicago, completed in late 1975, little 
is known about the job dimensions of the principalship and their inter­
actions with the variety of circumstances under which principals per­
form their tasks. The Consortium stated. 
Little is known ... to be certain, much research has 
been conducted . . . in an attempt to describe the work and 
responsibilities of the principal. But these rarely have had 
a broad or substantial empirical base demonstrating the inter-
relatedness of job function and in a variety of contextual 
circumstances. (9) 
This study will investigate the expectations for the role of the 
senior high school principal as perceived by students, teachers, and 
principals. As the assigned leader of an individual school, the prin­
cipal should demonstrate leadership skills which should lead to the 
ultimate performance evaluation of the principal. Before evaluation 
can occur, standards of performance and expected role functions should 
be identified in order to determine norms of the principal's role 
function. 
This investigation will attempt to answer the following questions: 
1. Are there measurable differences in the expectations for 
the role of the high school principal held by the students, 
teachers, and principals? 
2. Is there agreement among students, teachers, and principals 
concerning the role expectations of the principal? 
3. Can the role expectations of the principal serve as a sub­
stantive device for evaluation of the high school 
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principal? 
4. Should the expected functional role of the high school prin­
cipal be more specific, as determined by the perceptions of 
the three groups? 
5. Should the principal's responsibilities be eîçanded, as de­
termined by the analyzed data of the three groups' perceptions 
of the role functions of the principal? 
Hypotheses to be tested at the .05 level: 
Expectations of high school students, teachers, and prin­
cipals for the functional role of the high school principal will 
not vary by sex, school size, or type of respondent. 
This global postulate, which will be tested at the .05 
level of significance, produced 58 null hypotheses for testing. 
Delimitations 
Ihe scope of this study was delimited to thirty senior high 
schools, of which ten are classified "small," ten classified as "med­
ium," and ten in the "large" category. The student group was de­
limited to senior status only. The study was conducted during the 
1976/77 school year. Only secondary principals and teachers were 
sampled and they will be in grades 9-12. 
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Review of Literature 
The rationale used for reviewing the literature was that admin­
istrator evaluation and expected role performance are crucial to the 
improvement of administrator performance. It is the knowledge of 
"what" the administrator actually does which determines the effective­
ness of the administrator. 
Redfem suggested five assumptions about principal evaluation. 
They are: 
1. The principal's productivity can be evaluated. Not only 
can it be, but it should be evaluated. 
2. The principal should understand what's expected of him. 
Responsibilities and expectations should be stated in writ­
ten form and, if not in writing, oral understandings should 
be clear and carefully delineated. 
3. The principal should know to whom to look for direction 
and supervision and should understand that evaluation is 
an iiilierent component of accountability. 
4. Standards of excellence should be designed to be used by 
the principal as "yardsticks" against which his performance 
may be measured. 
5. Performance objectives, related to the standards of excel­
lence, should be formulated cooperatively by his evaluator 
and used to evaluate performance. (43, pp. 86-87) 
Accepting Redfem's five beliefs, evaluation would be more meaning­
ful if based upon performance objectives rather than predetermined 
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performance standards. 
Role theory 
Role theory has been used extensively in many types of organiza­
tions in an effort to better understand and predict organizational be­
havior. People in organizations have definite roles to perform, and 
many interactive forces help to determine precisely what kind of per­
formance each role actor will perceive. Owens stated: Each "actor" 
must interpret his role, and this interpretation depends to some ex­
tent on the kind of person he is and what he brings to the role (42, 
p. 71). 
Savage relates role theoiry to role expectation as he emphasized 
that a wide range of groups and individuals have definite views con­
cerning behavior which is appropriate and necessary to the role of an 
administrator. These views concerning his/her behavior may be termed 
"role expectations" (45, p. 121). 
Jacob W. Getzels provided the following definition of role ex­
pectations: 
Roles are defined in terms of role expectations. A 
role has certain normative obligations and responsibilities, 
which may be termed "role expectations," and when the role 
incumbent puts these obligations and responsibilities into 
effect, he is said to be performing his role. The expec­
tations define for the actor, whoever he may be, what he 
should or should not do as long as he is the incumbent of 
that particular role. (18, p. 153) 
Neal Gross, Ward S. Mason, and Alexander W. McEachem spoke of 
expectations as evaluative standards applied to an incumbent of a 
position (21, p. 58). The expectations are considered with what 
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should be the person's behavior rather than with what it will be. 
Lonsdale referred to a role expectation as an anticipation of a be­
havior or set of behaviors of another person in a role, a set of eval­
uative standards that way Include personal attributes desired in the 
role incumbent (36, p. 150). 
Since role perception is a term that is used extensively in this 
study, in addition to other role theory terms, a brief definition of 
each will follow: 
1. Role. The various offices or positions in an organiza­
tion carry with them certain expectations of behavior 
held by both onlookers and by the person occupying the 
role. These expectations generally define role, with 
some additional expectation that the individual will ex­
hibit some of his own idiosyncratic personality in his 
role behavior. 
2. Role expectation. This refers to the expectation that 
one person has of the role behavior of another. Teach­
ers, for example, expect certain behavior from a princi­
pal, and the principal has his own expectation of be­
havior for teachers. Thus, as teacher and principal 
interact in their roles in the school, they have comple­
mentary role expectations. 
3. Role perception. This is used to describe, the percep­
tion that one has of the role expectation that another 
person holds for him. (42, pp. 71-72) 
Savage wroce that an individual has role expectations. 
Only with regard to positions with which he is familiar and 
with which he has contact. The expectations held by others 
to the role of the administrator are the result of such 
factors as psychological needs, social class and subculture, 
position held, education and/or professional preparation, 
religious convictions, and prior experiences with administrators. 
(45, p. 122) 
Spindler says that the fact that there are some core values that 
cut across all areas of role conflict is the only reason that it is 
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possible for the school administrator in American society to maintain 
any working equilibrium at all (46, p. 238). On the basis of a Stan­
ford University study concerning the complex task of the principal, 
Spindler said. 
Not only is he the mediator of relations between the vari­
ous potentially conflicting audience groups within the school, 
the community he serves, and the society at large, he must 
also mediate potentially conflicting perceptions of what the 
teacher is supposed to be doing that originate within the 
ranks of teachers and administrators in his own professional 
community. (46, p. 241) 
Role conflict 
As an extension of role theory, role conflict expresses some de­
gree of disagreement among those persons in institutional roles. 
Lipham describes four major types of role conflict in the principal-
ship. These types are: 
1. Interrole conflict or disagreement between two or more 
roles simultaneously fulfilled by the principal—from the 
principal "wearing many hats." 
2. Interreference-group conflict or disagreement in two or 
more reference groups in their expectations for the role 
of the principal—"the man [or woman] in the middle." 
3. Intrareference-group conflict or disagreement within a 
reference group in their expectations for the role of 
the principal—"caught in group crossfire." 
4. Role-personality conflict or disagreement between the ex­
pectations for the role of the principal and his personality 
need-dispositions—"the man vs. the job" (35, p. 133). 
The interreference-group conflict appears to hone in on the 
thrust of this study. Several studies have highlighted the nature 
and extent of this role conflict form. Frazier, in a 1964 doctoral 
dissertation, used a list of 53 role expectations of the principal 
as perceived by superintendents, principals, and teachers. Twenty-
seven major differences were noted among the respondent groups, the 
bulk of the differences being between teachers and superintendents. 
This finding tends to support many theories which say that the further 
apart two segments are in the organization, the greater the difference 
of opinion regarding the role functions of individuals. There is no 
supporting documentation that the teachers in this study were "better" 
perceivers of the role functions of the elementary principal than the 
superintendents (16). 
Similarly, Falzetta used a list of 47 role items to obtain the 
expectations for the role of the principal as held by superintendents, 
teachers, and principals in New Jersey. On 20 of the 47 items there 
were significant conflicts in expectations for the principal's role 
among all three groups (14). The principal is conflict prone in his/ 
her supervisory activities and is caught between role expectations 
perceived by teachers and superintendents. Falzetta's study shows 
principals and teachers do not agree on how the principal should re­
late to community groups. The major conflicts appear in those rela­
tionships which are not directly building-level activities. Two other 
studies, one by Newberry (41) and the other by S trick (48), also 
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show significant differences among all three groups. In all of 
the cited studies, students were not represented as part of the 
sample, nor was the question of evaluation of administrator perform­
ance raised. 
In addition to differences in expectations for the principal's 
role, there are differences in the perceptions of his actual role beha­
vior. Using 26 behavioral categories McNeil observed the on-the-job 
behavior of a sample of Texas principals and obtained parallel measures 
of each principal's behavior from the subject themselves and from 
superintendents, teachers, and school secretaries. Although the prin­
cipals' and the teachers' observations agreed more closely with re­
searcher's observations than did either the superintendents' or 
the secretaries' observations, none of the reference groups were in 
high agreement, either among themselves or with the observer, in their 
perceptions of the principal's role behavior (38). 
Role congruence 
When a teacher, for example, perceives a principal behaving 
according to the way he or she feels the principal should act, con­
gruence exists between the teacher's expectations and perceptions. 
Numerous studies indicate a positive relationship between congruence 
and staff satisfaction or morale. In a study involving more than 
2000 teachers. Chase (7) reported that there were roughly 70 chances 
in 100 that teachers would be enthusiastic about teaching in a school 
where their expectations of the role of the principal were ful­
filled. 
11 
In a study of 15 principals and 284 teachers in eight elementary 
and seven secondary schools in Wisconsin and Illinois, Campbell (5) 
found that when the principal's role expectations were in agreement 
with the teachers' wants and needs the following results were observed: 
1) the teachers expressed a higher level of job satisfaction, 2) the 
principals rated the teachers as more effective, and 3) the teachers ex­
pressed a higher level of confidence in the principal's leadership. 
Bidwell (2) pointed out that when teachers' expectations of an adminis­
trator are not perceived as being fulfilled, they do not know how to 
predict his behavior. Bidwell found that teacher satisfaction was re­
lated to their expectations and perceptions. 
In addition to actual role expectations, it is often desirable to 
obtain a measure of idealized role expectations using such prcmpts as, 
"Ideally, as principal, I should. . . ."or "The ideal principal is ex­
pected to. . . As indicated by Figure 1.1, the difference between 
the actual role and idealized role (line AB in Figure 1.1) is a measure 
of adequacy of the principal's present role. The difference between 
idealized role expectations and personality dispositions (line BC in 
Figure 1.1) may be considered to be a measure of role fulfillment (5, 
p. 3). This sociological approach has been quite useful in studies of 
the teacher role, and is just as important to analyzing the principal's 
role. 
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Figure 1. Actual and ideal role-personality relations 
13 
Management theory 
Because a large number of management or organizational theories 
have tremendous impact on the administrative structures and decision­
making in American public schools, a brief examination of selected 
theories is suggested concerning this topic. 
The early part of the twentieth century was dominated by the work 
of Frederick Taylor, famous for the foundation of the Scientific School 
of management, based on time and motion study, production planning and 
control, personnel management, and human engineering. Frank and Lillian 
Gilbreth were also contributors to the Scientific or Traditional School. 
They are best known for their time and motion studies which lead to 
the development of motion economy. 
The Behavioral School grew out of the early efforts of Gantt and 
Munsterberg. Gantt, famous for the Gantt Chart, approached manage­
ment from a humanistic point of view. He advocated task and bonus sys­
tems and placed responsibility for training labor on management. 
Munsterberg was a leader in Harvard University's pioneering studies in 
experimental psychology. Elton Mayo, father of the Hawthorne studies 
while working at Harvard, added a new dimension to management: That 
to be an effective manager, one must recognize and understand the indi­
vidual as a person having wants, personal goals, motives, and drives 
that need to be satisfied. Chester Barnard developed a logical anal­
ysis of organizational structure and applied the concepts of sociology 
to management. 
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Other major contributors to the development of management include 
Blackett who is credited with the invention of operations research, 
Urwick who collected, consolidated, and correlated the principles of 
management, Weber, Likert, and Argyris who emphasized psychology and 
social psychology in the research on human relations in organizational 
theory, and Wisner and Shannon who developed the systems approach to 
analysis and information theory. 
Theory and commentary on appraisal 
Several sources of information pertaining to the theory of appraisal, 
especially as they relate to educational organizations, were reviewed. 
In developing any appraisal instrument which is keyed to the per­
formance of an individual, the twofold question of perception arises. 
The first part of the question relates to the perception of the individ­
ual concerning his or her own responsibilities. The second relates to 
the perception of an appraiser who is attempting to evaluate another 
person. Cleland (8) examined the first aspect of perception frcm the 
viewpoints of evaluating a school principal's behavior in terms of the 
perception by that principal of his own responsibilities. Cleland sug­
gested two key factors in the principal's ability to lead; His depth of 
perception regarding the purposes of education and the soundness of his 
beliefs about how people leam. Assuming the principal possesses these 
two characteristics, three suggestions are provided for his conduct. 
First, he should know his faculty and let them know him. Second, a 
principal should ask more, tell less, and listen diligently. Third, a 
principal should not impose a curriculum program developed elsewhere. 
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Labovitz (33) examined the problems inherent in executive apprais­
al. His study consists of a discussion based upon a survey of execu­
tive performance made by several corporations combined with an analysis 
of the views expressed by leaders in managerial thought such as Barnard, 
Drucker, Leavitt, Likert, McGregor, Stogdill, and Zalesnik. The problem 
of perception is indicated as a major hurdle in the process of appraisal. 
The question of perception was examined in a somewhat different 
context by Evenson (13) who discusses two kinds of leader behavior. 
The first is the Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire (LBDQ), which 
was developed by Ralph Stogdill et al. at Ohio State University. The 
purpose of this 100-item instrument was to obtain descriptions of a 
supervisor by the group members he supervises. The second category of 
leader behavior is attained through institutional or group goals and 
behavior which satisfied individual needs. Evenson's discussion is 
taken from the viewpoint of agreement in perception of these two beha­
vioral traits by superintendents, principals, and staff members. Sev­
eral ideas are suggested as a basis for the differences in perception. 
However, no clear-cut method is presented for eliminating the problem. 
The plan and format used for an appraisal model are underscored 
by Calhoon (4) who made a rather extensive study of the subject. The 
general consensus is that simplicity of method and a minimum of forms 
are basic criteria for the successful utilization of an appraisal 
instrument. Support for making appraisal performance-oriented is 
overwhelming. Over three-fourths of all appraisers, in Calhoon's study, 
felt that concentration on performance is essential. Their major 
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reason is the greater ease of reviewing performance rather than per­
sonality. 
Given that the plan for appraisal should be performance-oriented, 
then the question arises as to which areas of performance should be ex­
amined, and how the instrument should be arranged to best measure per­
formance. Blake and Mouton (3) suggest a basic format for instrument 
design, which utilizes the format to examine several areas of corporate 
management such as human resources, finance, operations, marketing, re­
search and development, and corporate structure. 
Dynamics of leadership 
Halpin, when discussing how leaders behave, contended. 
We will greatly increase our understanding of leadership 
phenomena if we abandon the notion of leadership as a trait, 
and concentrate upon analysis of the behavior of leaders. 
The dilemma of definition (concerning leadership) emerges 
from the fact that we have incorporated into the term leader­
ship both descriptive and evaluative components, and have 
thus burdened this single word (and the concept it represents) 
with two connotations: one refers to a role and the behavior 
of a person in this role, and the other is an evaluation of 
the individual's performance in the role. (22, pp. 81-82) 
Gibb, when addressing himself to the dynamics of leadership, said. 
People must be led. People perform best under leaders 
who are creative, imaginative, and aggressive. 
The behavior of leaders tends to camouflage, perhaps 
even to themselves, the underlying fears which support the 
strategic, manipulative, and controlling behavior. The par­
ticipative administrator joins in creating a climate in which 
he has no need to impose controls." He knows that in a healthy 
group controls emerge from group processes as the need is per­
ceived. (19) 
Lipham and Hoeh categorized the leader into four distinct stages 
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which are used as assessing the dynamics of the leadership process 
through time. They are, 
1. Attempted Leadership: acts that include expression of 
an intention to initiate a new structure for dealing with 
a problematic state of a social system. 
2. Accepted Leadership: acts that are mutually acknowledged 
as a tentative solution to a problematic state of a social 
system. 
3. Implemented Leadership: acts that have initiated a new 
structure in a social system. 
4. Effective Leadership: acts that have initiated a new 
structure and have met the expectations for resolving a 
problematic state of a social system. (35, p. 184) 
Evaluation of educational leadership 
There are many forms of educational leadership instruments which 
are accessible to organizations wishing to ascertain the leadership abil­
ities of educators, in addition to the climate within the organization. 
The Leadership Behavior Description Questionnaire (LBDQ), a product 
of the Ohio Leadership Studies and Professors Hemphill, Coons, and 
Stogdill, was originally designed to measure nine areas pertinent to 
leadership behavior. Through factor analysis these nine areas were re­
duced to two basic dimensions. The two resultant dimensions were defined 
as "Initiating Structure" and "Consideration" (26). 
Lowin, Hrapchak, and Kavanaugh conducted a survey of the literature 
and concluded that the LBDQ was measuring different things in different 
situations. Lowin et al. also indicated that "Initiating Structure" 
and "Consideration" may have positive, zero, or negative correlations 
with effectiveness and morale indices (37). Hemphill and Lipham 
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indicated in 1949 that the initiating structure scale seemed to be 
multidimensional (27). In spite of these cautions, Hencley notes that 
studies are still being published which treat "Initiating Structure" as 
unidimensional (29). 
Hemphill, Siegel, and Weslie developed an "Ideal Form" of the LBDQ 
in 1951, which differed fran the LBDQ in that it asked questions about 
how an ideal leader would behave. Hemphill et al. found that discrepan­
cies between members* expectations concerning, and their observations of, 
the leader's consideration and structure were more highly related to 
various measures of group performance than were expectations or observed 
behavior on the two scales (28). Halpin (23) used this Ideal Form with 
educational administrators and found that the leader's ideal of how he 
should behave was not highly related to his behavior as described by 
subordinates. Since the LBDQ-Ideal Form is based on the same items and 
concepts as are found in the LBDQ, it is subject to the same limitations 
and criticism as is the LBDQ. 
Fiedler's contingency model. Least Preferred Coworker Scale (LPC), 
has generated considerable research. This model postulates that a 
leader's effectiveness is contingent upon three different factors of 
the situation, which are; 1) leader-member relations (group atmosphere); 
2) task structure (requirements of the particular task); and 3) the 
amount of power there is inherent in the position (15). High least pre­
ferred coworkers' leaders tend to be person-oriented, warm and friendly; 
whereas, low LPC leaders tend to be task-oriented, objective and dis­
tant. 
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Halpin and Croft felt that the LBDQ with its two factors did not 
adequately represent situational leadership behavior, therefore, they 
developed the Organizational Climate Description Questionnaire (OCDQ). 
They identified four factors to describe the school principal's beha­
vior and four to describe the behavior of teachers (24). The OCDQ was 
designed to place schools on a continuum from closed to open climates. 
Kenney and Rentz (31) reviewed 123 studies which used the OCDQ and 
concluded that some of the faults noted with the LBDQ also applied to the 
OCDQ. They found that the factor structure underlying the instrument 
can be expected to shift radically. 
The Organizational Climate Description Questionnaire has generated 
a myriad of research studies, but these studies have been primarily 
correlational in nature. In addition, Halpin and Croft give no hint as 
to what might be done in a particular situation in order to attain a 
desirable climate. Andrew Hayes, in his study, "A Reappraisal of the 
Organizational Climate Description Questionnaire," stated that the OCDQ 
does not seem to be applicable to urban schools. Hayes also pointed out 
that the OCDQ items which are meant to be indicators of a construct are 
beginning to be inadequate because of the passage of time (25). 
Great changes have occurred in the schools in society since the 
OCDQ was constructed in 1962. A process such as decision-making never 
changes, but a particular example of a decision made by a school admin­
istrator can only be reacted to in relationship to the situation and 
time in which it occurs. 
Some other cautions have been raised about the use of the OCDQ. 
20 
Watkins (51) and also Carver and Sergiovanni (6) pointed out that this 
instrument was developed for elementary schools and may not be appro­
priate for other school settings. This instrument tends not to be valid 
for large elementary and large secondary schools. It is argued that the 
referent-point principal needs to be changed to someone closer to the 
teachers. 
Evaluating principal performance 
Max Rosenberg, when discussing the values of principal evaluation, 
said. 
Relatively little attention has been devoted to the eval­
uation of principals. However there appears to be a new and 
growing interest in such principal evaluations; the trend 
seems to be clear and unmistakeable. (44, pp. 212-213) 
Rosenberg, in making the above statement in 1971, saw the writing 
on the wall, as did other school administrators and education-watchers. 
Rosenberg continued. 
The specific program for evaluating the work of school 
principals is, of course, an all important consideration. 
The program should be a sound one, a balanced, valid and 
reliable one. It should be based on actual on-the-job be­
haviors, and not theoretical tests of ability or knowledge. 
It should provide a comprehensive review of the principal's 
performance, utilizing relevant and reliable criteria 
standards. 
The clear and proper goals of any administrator evalua­
tion program ought to be constructive and developmental, and 
grounded in guidance and counseling approach. (44, p. 214) 
Performance objectives, says Redfem, are the specific targets the 
principal, in cooperation with his or her evaluator chooses in moving 
towards achieving certain predetermined goals or standards of excel­
lence. Redfem says. 
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Objectives should be concrete and specific, tailored 
to the particular needs of the individual principal, de­
signed to facilitate implementing action, and amenable to 
assessment. The number of objectives will vary. If accom­
plished they should enable the principal to move closer to 
the attainment of the standards of excellence toward which 
he is striving. Greater productivity is the ultimate goal. 
This approach to evaluation makes it possible not only to 
obtain better estimates of productivity, but also to make 
accountability more than a cliche. (43, pp. 89-90) 
Application of performance criteria, according to Culbertson, Henson, 
and Morrison, may be approached in at least three different ways. These 
are, 
1. A school system may define its own values and attempt to 
measure the degree to which a principal implements them. 
2. The school system may adopt criteria generated by a third 
party and attempt to measure the degree to which princi­
pals behave in this manner. 
3. The school system may attempt to determine what princi­
pals see as their goals and whether they are effective by 
their own standards. (10, p. 31) 
Knowing what is expected in the role of the principal has been a 
common thread running through many of the evaluations of the performance 
of the principal. Redfem said. 
Job understanding is absolutely essential. It is the 
basis of the evaluation process. (43, p. 89) 
Herman, when discussing the system of evaluation of administrators, 
said, 
Evaluators can be evaluated by means of assessing their 
consistency over a period of time, and by measuring their 
evaluations of a specific individual or a group of individuals 
against the evaluations submitted by others evaluating the 
same individuals. 
The best means of identifying the quality of the system 
of evaluation is by determining whether or not it works opera­
tionally. It must always be remembered that one of the prime 
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purposes of any evaluation, regardless of forms or methods 
used, is to assess job performance. (30, pp. 155-156) 
Although Herman does not specifically say it, he does imply that 
evaluation also can be used to improve the performance of administra­
tors by saying. 
It allows the development of an individualized job 
upgrading program. (30, p. 117) 
William Gaslin believes that the evaluation of any school principal 
is of most value to those being evaluated when it is formative rather 
than summative. Gaslin defines summative evaluation as using data to 
judge the success or failure of a program or performance. An evalua­
tion is called formative if it is designed to simply provide data to 
decision-makers to aid in improving performance. The most effective 
formative evaluation results a high school principal can receive, says 
Gaslin, comes from the teaching staff (17). 
Gaslin lists three areas of major concern with respect to adminis­
trator evaluation. These are: 
1. The most important area is the teacher's perceptions 
of the quality of their relationship with the principal. 
This includes measurement of the level of trust teachers 
hold towards members of the administrative team and 
their perceptions of each administrator's openness abil­
ity as a leader. 
2. The measuring of teacher perceptions of the quality of 
their relationship with students. Since teachers are 
in a strategic position to judge how administrative ac­
tions are received by students, their perceptions can 
provide useful information. 
3. The role of the principal as instructional leader and 
how teachers perceive the principal's ability to manage 
the building. (17, p. 76) 
Concerning the evaluation of administrative behavior at the 
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building level, Goldman said. 
The direction toward which administrative behavior is 
oriented tends to be largely affected by day-to-day events. 
Evaluation of principals by means of setting certain goals 
will ensure goal-oriented behavior on the part of those 
individuals and will greatly enhance their ability to make 
significant contributions to the educational system. (20) 
Since Management by Objectives (MBO) is closely related to per­
formance appraisal, Levinson said they are both, 
intended to measure and judge performance; relate individ­
ual performance to organizational goals; to clarify both the 
job to be done and the expectations of the accomplishments; 
and to foster the increased competence and growth of the 
person being appraised. (34) 
What effect does performance appraisal have on individuals? 
Thompson and Dalton, approaching this question from the viewpoint of 
industry, but certainly applicable to education, concluded. 
Performance appraisal touches on one of the most 
emotionally charged activities—the assessment of a man's 
contributions and ability. The signals he receives about 
the assessment have a strong impact on his self-esteem and 
on his subsequent performance. (50) 
White and Barnes, within the setting of industry, believe that one­
way performance appraisals, whereby only the "manager" does the evalu­
ating and is not evaluated by subordinates, can cause a reduction in 
performance on the part of the subordinate. White and Barnes suggest 
that four attitudinal areas exists as "exchanges" between the boss and 
the subordinate. These areas are: attitude, knowledge, skills, and 
behavior (52). It is through these exchanges that performance expecta­
tions can be more fully met for both subordinates and superordinates. 
Very few evaluation instruments measuring administrator performance 
involve students. In most school systems, students are perceived as 
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having low status and are not typically included in administrator eval­
uations. John Menne, Director of Testing at Iowa State IMiversity, 
suggests that students should provide "some" input into the evaluation 
of administrators, after they are aware of what the principal really 
does. Menne adds that students should not be the sole source of eval­
uating the administrator. 
Rosenberg (44, p. 214) says a principal's total function is to 
coordinate and integrate all of the major dimensions of the job into 
eight general categories, which include relationships with students. 
Herman, when discussing student evaluation of teachers, lists four ad­
vantages: 
1. The user (student) is best able to evaluate the giver 
(teacher). 
2. Students are in daily contact with a number of teachers; 
and therefore have the best basis upon which to make a 
comparative judgment of teacher production. 
3. The number of évaluators is greatly increased and the 
evaluation becomes broader in scope. 
4. This method would not add any dollar costs to the evalua­
tion process. (30, pp. 155-156) 
Although Herman does not specify using students to evaluate the 
building principal, his list has direct relationship to evaluating the 
performance of the principal. David Mullen includes student evaluation 
of the performance appraisal of the administrator in his Diagnostic Sur­
vey for Leadership Improvement (DSLI). Mullen insists that the most 
important part of any organization are the people who make up that 
organization (39). 
The National Study of School Evaluation (NSSE) tells us that 
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quality education does not just happen. Careful, cooperative, and com­
prehensive evaluation is required to provide the foundation for informed 
decision-making, educational improvement, and insightful change. An im­
portant part of any evaluation of administrators must include input or 
feedback from teachers and students. The NSSE, in developing the Stu­
dent Opinion Inventory (SOI), attest to the premise that the morale of 
students and teachers and their attitudes towards various aspects of 
school and its program are of immense value to the principal (49). 
Summary and critique of literature 
It has been shown through the review of the literature that the 
principal should and must understand what is expected of his or her per­
formance and that principal evaluation is more meaningful if based on 
performance objectives. These two assumptions weave their way through 
the research. 
Role theory is used to better understand and predict organizational 
behavior. Roles are defined in terms of role expectations and those 
expectations can be used as an evaluative standard when applied to a 
particular situation. A large number of the studies cited in the re­
view of literature make use of role theory and there appears to be dif­
ferences between role expectations as perceived by the extremes of the 
samples sued. As an example, teachers and superintendents tend to dis­
agree about those role functions of both elementary and secondary prin­
cipals. Teachers and principals seem to be in closer agreement as what 
the role functions of the principal should be. 
Students' opinions were not included in the studies cited and even 
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though no significant findings can be found to show any reliability 
that students can also judge the role functions of the principal. Uni­
versity of Michigan Professor Emeritus Ronald Lippitt, in a 1976 personal 
letter to the researcher, remarked. 
Yes, I believe students can be and should be involved 
in performance review of teachers and administrators. It cer­
tainly enhances their involvement in being a significant, 
listened to, responsible part of the system they are in. 
There appears to be a relationship between teacher/principal agree­
ment of the principal's role expectations, and a higher level of job 
satisfaction among teachers, in addition to more positive teacher per­
formance evaluations and teachers* confidence in the leadership abilities 
of the principal. 
In analyzing some of the leadership evaluation instruments, which 
are widely used, several important and not widely publicized weaknesses 
appeared in the literature review. The LBDQ measures different things 
in different situations, which is sometimes ignored by researchers who 
want a ready-made instrument. The size and location of the school 
appears to have a significant affect on the usefulness of the LBDQ. 
The OCDQ was developed to supposedly reflect changes in the LBDQ, 
but the reliability of it tends to fluctuate, nor does the OCDQ do well 
in urban schools. Because of the 1962 date of construction, the OCDQ is 
outdated in 1977. In addition, the OCDQ was developed to be used in 
elementary schools and may not be appropriate for use in large elementary 
schools or secondary schools. 
The performance objectives of principals, elementary and secondary, 
should be specific targets towards which the administrators should move 
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in order to meet certain goals and standards of excellence. 
Utilizing role expectations as a fundamental procedure in judging 
performance of a principal is paramount. The "knowing" what an admin­
istrator does or "should" do must be determined before an effective and 
reliable evaluation takes place. The implementation of an evaluation 
program requires an assessment as to whether or not the administrator 
is carrying out the expected goals of that position. To be certain that 
what a person does is important to the organization, it is essential to 
set forth role expectations. High priority items can then be identified 
and it is through this process that performance evaluation will have the 
environment in ^Aich to germinate and improve the quality of adminis­
trator evaluation. 
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CHAPTER II. METHODS, PROCEDURES, AND FINDINGS 
The instrument utilized in this study was initially created in 
1958 by Langlitz (32) in New York State. Langlitz compiled a list of 
over three hundred administrative functions and asked superintendents 
and principals to evaluate the functions and report them as being re­
tained by the superintendent, delegated to the principal, or shared 
with each other. The items which were found to be shared or delegated 
to the principal were then identified and made into another instrument, 
which was used in a 1975 study by Taggart (49) at the University of 
Wyoming. A direct comparison of findings between the previous studies 
and this one will be made. 
The items were not put into a cluster of categories or in any par­
ticular pattern. A Likert-type, five-point scale follows each item 
which indicates the extent of agreement or disagreement towards the 
principal's responsibility for each role function. 
Selection of the Sample 
The data for this investigation came from twenty-one Iowa senior 
high schools. The schools were chosen by using computer-generated ran­
dom numbers from the Iowa State University Computer Center. The Iowa 
Department of Public Instruction supplied a listing of all Iowa public 
schools and each senior high school was assigned a number. Initially 
three categories were selected for this study. The categories were 
small, medium, and large. The student population determinant for the 
29 
"large" schools was 1400 or more students, while the "medium" schools 
were identified with enrollments of 501-1399, and "small" schools fit 
into the 0-500 enrollment range. 
Three hundred seventy-one schools were initially identified as 
"small", 69 as "medium", and 22 as "large". The sample from each school 
was chosen by using the "Table of Random Numbers." Nine senior-status 
students, nine teachers, and the school's principal were sampled in each 
of the randomly chosen high schools. 
Description of the Instrument 
The instrument used to gather data for this study. Opinion Scale 
of School Principals' Role Functions, is a document which identifies 
potential primary role responsibilities of the high school principal as 
perceived by students, teachers, and principals. The five-point scale 
represents to what extent the principal is involved in assuming or not 
assuming that particular duty, and is followed by: 
1. Absolutely Should (AS) 
2. Probably Should (PS) 
3. Not Sure (NS) 
4. Probably Should 
Not (PSN) 
5. Absolutely Should 
Not (ASN) 
There are forty items (see Appendix B) requiring a choice of one of 
the five above responses, in addition to an indication by the person 
san^led indicating student, teacher, or principal, and whether they are 
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female or male. The school size vas also encoded on the Form ISU-5 
answer sheet so a factor analysis could be carried out using school size, 
position, and sex. 
Collection of Data 
Initial letters of inquiry were sent to thirty Iowa high schools, 
with ten sent to each of the three categories. The principal of each 
school was asked to indicate if he and his school would participate. 
The letter explained that the survey was not meant to evaluate the prin­
cipal of that particular school but merely to ascertain the perceived 
role expectations for the hi^ school principal. The principal was 
asked to mail back a postcard indicating approval or disapproval for the 
study's administration in that school, in addition the principal was 
asked to indicate the number of senior-status students and the number 
of teachers in the building. It was necessary to have this data so a 
randomized sample could be selected. 
Many of the school principals did not respond prior to the assigned 
deadline date due to slow mail deliveries between Pennsylvania and Iowa. 
Some principals misplaced surveys at several sites. Because of these 
delays, plus rejections by some principals, several months were lost 
waiting for the raw data. The response from the "large" schools was ex­
cellent, as nine out of ten consented to the study. Three additional 
mailings were made to randomly chosen alternative schools, but the 
final number of "large" schools remained at nine. The "small" and 
"medium" schools were not willing to administer the surveys, as only 
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thirteen out of a possible twenty agreed to the study. After three 
mailings to "small" and "medium" schools assigned as randomly chosen 
alternatives, the decision was made to pool the two smaller categories 
into one, which, from this point forward, will be called smaller high 
schools, with student populations of 0-1399. 
It can be surmised that the shrinkage may have been caused by sev­
eral factors: the tight deadline dates; misplaced surveys at the school 
sites; the responsibility to administer the surveys may have been dele­
gated to some other administrator at the school; or a change of mind on 
the part of the high school principal. However, the total number of 
cases (349) can be statistically analyzed without loss of reliability. 
Field test; Opinion Scale of School Principals' Role Functions 
The North Hills School District, in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, agreed 
to field test the instrument used in this investigation. In February 
1977 North Hills High School, with 3300 students, 160 teachers, three 
assistant principals, and one principal, provided a pilot test. Al­
though this survey was used in a previous study, it was field tested in 
order to refine the actual administration of the instrument, and to 
identify appropriate statistical applications. From this trial applica­
tion it was determined that everything was in order for the actual imple­
mentation of the Iowa study. 
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Treatment of the Data 
Data from the Opinion Scale of School Principals' Role Functions 
were coded and punched for computer analysis at the Iowa State Univer­
sity Computer Center. The statistical treatment of the data for this 
study was performed using analysis of variance, simple regression, and 
factor analysis. 
The linear model utilized for the analysis of variance was 
^ + -^3 •^''r + «Pij + + 4jk 
= person; = size; = sex. 
2-way interaction: 
««Ik 
3-way interaction: 
<1= alpha; beta; y= gamma. 
This model also indicates how all the main effects and interaction 
effects were treated by the regression analysis. The regression analysis 
was used because of unequal cell sizes (47, p. 405). All empirical hy­
potheses were written in null form and tested at the .05 level. 
Findings 
The analysis of variance revealed significant differences in the 
group means on twenty-four of the forty items, with many o± the signif­
icances at the .01 level and, beyond. This indicated that the levels of 
expectancies of at least one groiq> towards the role of the high school 
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principal was significantly higher (.05) than those of at least one 
other group. There is a definite relationship between the size of the 
school and the role expectations of the principal. The following two 
tables indicate those significant differences with an analysis to deter­
mine where the agreements and/or disagreements lie, in addition to 
testing the hypothesis. 
Table 1. Mean responses of the total sample's expectations of the 
principal's role functions based on the five-point, Likert-
type scale 
Grand mean Large high schools Smaller high schools 
100.76 103.90 98.41 
The grand mean for the large school respondents is higher than the 
total mean for the smaller high school sample, which indicated that the 
respondents from large high schools do not envision the principal having 
the sole responsibility for as many role functions. The smaller high 
school sample appears to place the principal in a position to assume 
more sole responsibility for the role functions indicated in the 
Opinion Scale. 
After analyzing the data in Table 2, it appears that the perceptions 
of the role functions of the high school principal varied by school size. 
Persons in large high schools tended to have lower expectancy levels in 
the role perception of the principal for all of duties listed in the 
Opinion Scale. 
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Table 2. Grand mean responses for the total sample by school size, 
sex of respondent, and type of respondent (analysis of 
variance) 
Source df Mean square F 
Main effects 4 440.200 1.764 
Size 1 1074.931 4.306 
Person 2 20.819 0.083 
Sex 1 490.974 1.967 
Error 322 249.609 
Total 331 256.806 
*P < .05. 
Table 3. Mean responses of the large high school and smaller high school 
sample for the role of the high school principal in orienting 
and inducting professional staff 
School size N Mean^ School size N Mean* 
Large 151 1.63 Smaller 196 1.52 
Student 67 1.82 Student 88 1.83 
Female 30 1.73 Female 42 1.76 
Male 37 1.89 Male 46 1.89 
Teacher 70 1.51 Teacher 96 1.27 
Female 23 1.48 Female 30 1.23 
Male 47 1.53 Male 66 1.28 
Principal 14 1.29 Principal 12 1.33 
Female 1 1.00 Male 12 1.33 
Male 13 1.30 
Grand mean: 1.57 
^1 = Absolutely Should; 2 = Probably Should; 3 = Not Sure; 4 = 
Probably Should Not; 5 = Absolutely Should Not. 
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An inspection of Tables 3 and 4, indicates teachers and principals 
share in t.ieir agreement that principals should take an active role in 
inducting and orienting professional staff. The students do not agree 
as strongly with the total teacher and principal samples when addressing 
themselves to the induction and orientation process. The hypothesis 
that role perceptions for the high school principal would not vary by 
type of respondent was rejected. 
Table 4. Mean responses of the total samples expectations of the prin­
cipal in assuming the duties of orienting and inducting pro­
fessional staff (analysis of variance) 
Source df Mean square F 
Main effects 4 2.146 3.324* 
Size 1 0.007 0.011 
Person 2 2.649 4.104* 
Sex 1 0.368 0.570 
Error 332 0.646 
Total 342 0.690 
*P < .05. 
An analysis of Tables 5 and 6 shows that the respondents from the 
two school sizes differ in their perceptions of the principal's role in 
scheduling students. The large school sample indicated that the schedul­
ing process probably should not be the primary task of the high school 
principal. Whereas the smaller school respondents expected the principal 
to be part of the student scheduling process. The hypothesis that role 
perceptions for the principal would not vary by school size was rejected 
at the .001 level. 
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Table 5. Mean responses for the large high school sample and the 
smaller high school sample when addressing themselves to 
the role of the high school principal in the scheduling 
of students 
School size N Mean^ School size N Mean^ 
Large 148 3.70 Smaller 197 2.58 
Student 64 3.95 Student 88 2.59 
Female 27 3.85 Female 42 2.54 
Male 37 4.02 Male 46 2.63 
Teacher 70 3.60 Teacher 97 2.60 
Female 24 3.70 Female 30 2.46 
Male 46 3.54 Male 67 2.67 
Principal 14 3.07 Principal 12 2.33 
Female 1 5.00 Male 12 2.33 
Male 13 2.92 
Grand mean: 2.58 
^1 = Absolutely Should; 2 = Probably Should; 3 = Not Sure; 4 = 
Probably Should Not; 5 = Absolutely Should Not. 
Table 6. The mean responses from the total sample reflecting their 
perceptions of the principal's role in scheduling (analysis 
of variance) 
Source df Mean square 
Main effects 
Size 
Person 
Sex 
4 
1 
2 
1 
10.958 
27.956 
1.591 
0.151 
6.348. 
16.195" 
0.922 
0.087 
*** 
*** 
Error 
Total 
332 
342 
1.726 
2.025 
***P < .001. 
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The role of the principal in plant planning and renovation is 
examined in Tables 7 and 8. The respondents from the large schools per­
ceived the principal as taking responsibility for planning and renova­
tion of the school facility, but the smaller higjh school sample indi­
cated they see the principal sharing this duty with another administra­
tor. The difference in role perceptions between the school sizes con­
cerning plant planning is significant at the .01 level and the hypothesis 
that relates to the two school sizes varying in their perceptions was 
rejected. 
Table 7. The total sample's mean responses regarding their perception 
of the principal's role in plant planning 
School size N Mean^ School size N Mean^ 
Large 152 1.97 Smaller 197 2.41 
Student 67 2.34 Student 88 2.83 
Female 30 2.30 Female 42 2.83 
Male 37 2.38 Male 46 2.82 
Teacher 71 1.70 Teacher 97 2.09 
Female 24 1.67 Female 30 2.30 
Male 47 1.72 Male 67 2.00 
Principal 14 1.57 Principal 12 2.00 
Female 1 2.00 Male 12 2.00 
Male 13 1.54 
Grand mean: 2.22 
^1 = Absolutely Should; 2 = Probably Should; 3 = Not Sure; 4 = 
Probably Should Not; 5 = Absolutely Should Not. 
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Table 8. Analysis of variance for the mean responses of the sample's 
perceptions of the principal's function in the area of plant 
planning 
Source df 
Main effects 4 
Size 1 
Person 2 
Sex 1 
Mean square F 
3.464 2.856** 
8.572 7.068 
2.493 2.055 
0.001 0.001 
Error 332 1.213 
Total 342 1.368 
*P < .05. 
** 
P < .01. 
An examination of Tables 9 and 10 illustrated the perceptions of 
the respondents regarding the principal's role in distributing supplies 
and equipment. The large school sample indicated that the principal 
should not include the distribution of supplies and equipment as an 
administrative task. Principals from the large schools reflected the 
opinion that principals should not be involved in the distribution 
process. The hypothesis that role perceptions for the high school prin­
cipal would not vary by school size was rejected. 
One may indicate from the data contained in Tables 11 and 12, that 
respondents from large high schools did not perceive the principal 
assuming the responsibility for coordinating audiovisual activities. 
Student respondents from the smaller high schools expected the high 
school principal to take some responsibility for coordinating 
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Table 9. Mean responses of the large high school and smaller high 
school respondents for the role of the principal in dis­
tributing supplies and equipment 
School size N Mean^ School size N Mean' 
Large 152 4.09 Smaller 197 3.48 
Student 67 3.80 Student 88 3.23 
Female 30 3.93 Female 42 3.29 
Male 37 3.70 Male 46 3.17 
Teacher 71 4.26 Teacher 97 3.67 
Female 24 3.92 Female 30 3.36 
Male 47 4.44 Male 67 3.80 
Principal 14 4.64 Principal 12 3.83 
Female 1 5.00 Male 12 3.83 
Male 13 4.62 
Grand mean: 3.75 
^1 = Absolutely Should; 2 = Probably Should; 3 = Not Sure; 4 = 
Probably Should Not; 5 = Absolutely Should Not. 
Table 10. Mean responses of the total sample's perceptions of the 
principal's responsibility for distributing supplies and 
equipment (analysis of variance) 
Source df Mean square F 
Main effects 4 3.122 2.276* 
Size 1 7.340 5.350 
Person 2 0.318 0.999 
Sex 1 0,274 0.999 
Error 337 1.372 
Total 347 1.519 
*P < .05. 
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Table 11. Mean responses of the total sangle for the principal's role 
in coordinating audiovisual activities 
School size N Mean* School size N Mean^ 
Large 151 4.01 Smaller 197 3.38 
Student 66 3.70 Student 88 2.94 
Female 30 3.80 Female 42 2.86 
Male 36 3.61 Male 46 3.02 
Teacher 71 4.25 Teacher 97 3.73 
Female 24 4.33 Female 30 3.57 
Male 47 4.21 Male 67 3.80 
Principal 14 4.28 Principal 12 3.75 
Female 1 5.00 Male 12 3.75 
Male 13 4.23 
Grand mean: 3.66 
^1 = Absolutely Should; 2 = Probably Should; 3 = Not Sure; 4 = 
Probably Should Not; 5 = Absolutely Should Not. 
Table 12. Analysis of variance for the mean responses of the sample's 
perception of the principal's role in coordinating audio­
visual activities 
Source df 
Main effects 4 
Size 1 
Person 2 
Sex 1 
Error 337 
Total 347 
Mean square F 
5.795 
15.557 
5.094 
0.595 
*** 
5.019*** 
13.475* 
4.412 
0.515 
1.154 
1.350 
*P < .05. 
***P < .001. 
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audiovisual activities, while their counterparts in the large schools 
saw the principal probably sharing these tasks with someone else. The 
hypothesis that role perceptions for the high school principal would 
not vary by school size was rejected at the .001 level while the hy­
pothesis referring to the perceptions of the type of respondent was 
rejected at the .05 level. 
An inspection of Tables 13 and 14 indicated that the two school 
sizes differ significantly in their perception of the principal's role 
in arranging for substitutes. The smaller high school sample shows 
strong evidence that they perceived the principal carrying out the task 
of obtaining substitute teachers, while the respondents from the large 
high schools have a lower expectation of the principal's responsibility 
for this task. Principals generally indicated they should not carry 
out this function of arranging for substitutes while the teacher re­
spondents are not sure and students see this function as a probable 
duty of the principal. The hypothesis dealing with the role percep­
tions of the sample by school size was rejected at the .001 level. 
From the data contained in Tables 15 and 16 it appeared that the 
respondents from the two school sizes did not agree on their perceptions 
of the principal's role in the supervision of the student activity pro­
gram. The large school sangle, although not indicating strong expecta­
tions for the principal's role in supervising student activities, 
tended to picture the principal in a participative role, with another 
member of the school staff. The smaller school sample anticipated that 
the principal does take an active role in directing and supervising 
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Table 13. Mean responses of the sample's perceptions of the role of 
the principal in arranging for substitute teachers 
School size N Mean^ School size N Mean^ 
Large 151 3.33 Smaller 197 1.93 
Student 66 2.85 Student 88 1.76 
Female 30 3.03 Female 42 1.71 
Male 36 2.69 Male 46 1.80 
Teacher 71 3.63 Teacher 97 2.03 
Female 24 3.67 Female 30 1.90 
Male 47 3.61 Male 67 2.08 
Principal 14 4.07 Principal 12 2.41 
Female 1 4.00 Male 12 2.41 
Male 13 4.07 
Grand mean: 2.54 
^1 = Absolutely Should; 2 = Probably Should; 3 = Not Sure; 4 = 
Probably Should Not; 5 = Absolutely Should Not. 
Table 14. The mean responses of the total sample's perceptions of 
the principal's role in arranging for substitutes \ 
Source df Mean square F 
Main effects 4 9.480 6.3031 
Size 1 30.448 20.245 
Person 2 0.317 0.211 
Sex 1 0.178 0.118 
Error 337 1.504 
Total 347 2.053 
***P < .001. 
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Table 15. Mean responses for the total sample's perceptions of the 
principal in assuming the task of directing the student 
activity program 
School size N Mean^ School size N Mean^ 
Large 152 3.11 Smaller 197 2.62 
Student 67 3.04 Student 88 2.44 
Female 30 2.93 Female 42 2.31 
Male 37 3.14 Male 46 2.57 
Teacher 71 3.08 Teacher 97 2.76 
Female 24 2.79 Female 30 2.57 
Male 47 3.23 Male 67 2.85 
Principal 14 3.57 Principal 12 2.83 
Female 1 5.00 Male 12 2.83 
Male 13 3.46 
Grand mean: 2.84 
^1 = Absolutely Should; 2 = Probably Should; 3 = Not Sure; 4 = 
Probably Should Not; 5 = Absolutely Should Not. 
Table 16. Analysis of variance for the mean responses of the sample's 
perceptions of the principal's role in directing and super­
vising the student activity program 
Source df Mean square F 
Main effects 4 2.837 1.699* 
Size 1 6.810 4.078 
Person 2 2.162 1.295 
Sex 1 1.435 0.860 
Error 337 1.670 
Total 347 1.730 
*P < .05. 
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the student activity program. Rejected at the .05 level was the hy­
pothesis concerning itself with the role expectations for the high 
school principal by school size. 
Data contained in Tables 17 and 18 indicated that the respondents 
from the two school sizes differed in their perceptions of the role of 
the principal in professional staff selection and recruitment. The 
large school sample tended to expect the principal to have primary re­
sponsibility for the selection process, while the respondents from the 
smaller schools assumed the principal would have input in the process, 
but not necessarily sole responsibility. The hypothesis that role ex­
pectations for the high school principal would not vary by school size 
was rejected. 
An examination of Tables 19 and 20 indicated that the respondents 
from the smaller high schools and large high schools differed signifi­
cantly in their perceptions of the principal ' s involvement in determin­
ing the specifications for equipment and supplies. Students, teachers, 
and principals from smaller schools tended to view the principal as 
probably taking an active role in equipment and supplies specifications, 
whereas the large school sample indicated the principal probably should 
not be held responsible for determining those specifications. Thus, the 
hypothesis was rejected which indicates that the role expectations for 
the high school principal would not vary by school size. 
The role of the hig^ school principal in evaluation of profes­
sional staff is analyzed in Tables 21 and 22. An examination of the 
tables indicated that students, teachers, and principals from large 
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Table 17. Large high schools and smaller high schools mean responses 
for the role of the high school principal in selecting and 
recruiting professional staff 
School size N Mean^ School size N Mean^ 
Large 152 1.49 Smaller 197 1.81 
Student 67 1.58 Student 88 2.09 
Female 30 1.60 Female 42 2.02 
Male 37 1.56 Male 46 2.15 
Teacher 71 1.39 Teacher 97 1.62 
Female 24 1.45 Female 30 1.63 
Male 47 1.36 Male 67 1.61 
Principal 14 1.50 Principal 12 1.25 
Female 1 1.00 Male 12 1.25 
Male 13 1.54 
Grand mean: 1.67 
^1 = Absolutely Should; 2 = Probably Should; 3 = Not Sure; 4 = 
Probably Should Not; 5 = Absolutely Should Not. 
Table 18. Mean responses of the sample's perceptions of the principal's 
role in recruiting and selecting professional staff (analysis 
of variance) 
Source df Mean square F 
Main effects 4 2.565 3.225. 
Size 1 3.143 3.952 
Person 2 2.188 2.751 
Sex 1 0.362 0.455 
Error 337 0.795 
Total 347 0.844 
*P < .05. 
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Table 19. Mean responses of the total sançle's role expectation of 
the principal in determining specifications for supplies 
and equipment 
School size N Mean^ School size N Mean^ 
Large 152 3.18 Smaller 197 2.75 
Student 67 3.07 Student 88 2.44 
Female 30 3.16 Female 42 2.26 
Male 37 3.00 Male 46 2.61 
Teacher 71 3.18 Teacher 97 3.02 
Female 24 3.04 Female 30 2.63 
Male 47 3.25 Male 67 3.19 
Principal 14 3.71 Principal 12 2.83 
Female 1 2.00 Male 12 2.83 
Male 13 3.85 
Grand mean: 2.94 
^1 = Absolutely Should; 2 = Probably Should; 3 = Not Sure; 4 = 
Probably Should Not; 5 = Absolutely Should Not. 
Table 20. Analysis of variance for the mean responses of the respond­
ent's perceptions of the principal's responsibility in the 
area of determining specifications for supplies and equip­
ment 
Source df 
Main effects 4 
Size 1 
Person 2 
Sex 1 
Error 337 
Total 347 
Mean square F 
3.920 3.176. 
14.325 11.607 
2.494 2.021 
2.640 2.139 
1.234 
1.341 
*P < .05. 
***P < .001. 
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Table 21. Mean responses of students, teachers, and principals from 
the two school sizes of the principal's function in for 
rating, promoting, and dismissing professional staff 
School size N Mean^ School size N Mean^ 
Large 152 1.53 Smaller 197 1.98 
Student 67 1.69 Student 88 2.19 
Female 30 1.53 Female 42 2.14 
Male 37 1.81 Male 46 2.24 
Teacher 71 1.45 Teacher 97 1.84 
Female 24 1.46 Female 30 1.60 
Male 47 1.45 Male 67 1.94 
Principal 14 1.21 Principal 12 1.67 
Female 1 1.00 Male 12 1.67 
Male 13 1.23 
Grand mean: 1.79 
^1 = Absolutely Should; 2 = Probably Should; 3 = Not Sure; 4 = 
Probably Should Not; 5 = Absolutely Should Not. 
Table 22. Mean responses of the sample's perceptions of the role of 
the high school principal in dismissing, promoting, and 
rating professional staff (analysis of variance) 
Source df Mean square F 
Main effects 4 3.651 3.223* 
Size 1 6.501 5.741 
Person 2 2.690 2.375 
Sex 1 0.204 0.180 
Error 337 1.133 
Total 347 1.195 
* 
P < .05. 
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schools tended to perceive the principal as taking an active role in 
rating, promoting, and dismissing professional staff. The smaller 
school sample, although it envisioned the principal as being an important 
actor in the evaluation process, did not indicate this role function 
solely performed by the high school principal. The hypothesis that 
role perceptions for the high school principal would not vary by size 
of school was rejected. 
An inspection of Tables 23 and 24 indicated that students in both 
school sizes differed in their role perceptions of the principal in the 
area of supervising professional staff when comparing those expecta­
tions with teachers and principals. Teachers and principals, in the 
sample, tended to place the responsibility of staff supervision directly 
on the principal, while the student sample expected the principal to 
have supervisory responsibilities but not necessarily acting alone in 
this task. The hypothesis that role perceptions for the high school 
principal would not vary by type of respondent was rejected. 
From the data contained in Tables 25 and 26, it seemed that high 
school principals in the sanple tended to exclude directing the guidance 
program as a main area of their responsibility. The student and teacher 
sample indicated that principals would probably assume some directorial 
responsibility for the guidance program. Female students in the smaller 
schools indicated a higher expectancy for the principal to handle some 
of the supervisory duties for guidance. The male students in the large 
school sample tended to agree with the smaller high school female stu­
dents in their perception of the principal taking more responsibility 
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Table 23. Mean responses of the large high school and smaller high 
school samples for the role of the principal in supervising 
professional staff 
School size N 
a 
Mean School size N Mean* 
Large 152 1.44 Smaller 197 1.48 
Student 67 1.54 Student 88 1.73 
Female 30 1.50 Female 42 1.74 
Male 37 1.57 Male 46 1.72 
Teacher 71 1.38 Teacher 97 1.29 
Female 24 1.38 Female 30 1.20 
Male 47 1.38 Male 67 1.34 
Principal 14 1.28 Principal 12 1.17 
Female 1 2.00 Male 12 1.17 
Male 13 1.23 
Grand mean: 1.46 
^1 = Absolutely Should; 2 = Probably Should; 3 = Not Sure; 4 = 
Probably Should Not; 5 = Absolutely Should Not. 
Table 24. Analysis of variance for the mean responses of all respond­
ents for the principal's role in supervising professional 
staff 
Source df Mean square F 
* 
Main effects 4 1.635 3.053 
Size 1 0.992 1.852. 
Person 2 2.566 4.792 
Sex 1 0.018 0.999 
Error 337 0.536 
Total 347 0.555 
*P < .05. 
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Table 25. Large high school and smaller high school mean responses 
for the high school principal's role in directing the 
guidance program 
School size N Mean School size N Mean 
Large 152 3.30 Smaller 197 3.48 
Student 67 3.19 Student 88 3.15 
Female 30 3.43 Female 42 2.93 
Male 37 3.00 Male 46 3.35 
Teacher 71 3.29 Teacher 97 3.73 
Female 24 3.37 Female 30 3.77 
Male 47 3.25 Male 67 3.72 
Principal 14 3.85 Principal 12 3.91 
Female 1 5.00 Male 12 3.91 
Male 13 3.76 
Grand mean: 3.40 
^1 = Absolutely Should; 2 = Probably Should; 3 = Not Sure; 4 = 
Probably Should Not; 5 = Absolutely Should Not. 
Table 26. Mean responses for the sample's perceptions of the principal's 
role in directing the guidance program (analysis of variance) 
Source df Mean square F 
Main effects 4 3.709 2.479* 
Size 1 4.459 2.980.. 
Person 2 6.986 4.669 
Sex 1 3.859 2.579 
2-way interactions 5 2.061 1.377 
Size by person 2 3.072 2.053* 
Size by sex 1 6.863 4.587 
Person by sex 2 1.551 1.036 
Error 336 1.496 
Total 346 1.553 
*P < .05. 
**P < .01. 
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for the guidance program. The hypotheses which dealt with role percep­
tions not varying by type of respondent and the sex of the respondent 
were rejected. 
Tables 27 and 28 provided information concerning the perceptions 
of the sample regarding the role of the high school principal in con­
trolling student behavior. The smaller school respondents tended to 
perceive the principal as taking almost total responsibility for control­
ling student behavior, while the large school sample differed signifi­
cantly with that view, and indicated the student management task does 
not rest entirely on the shoulders of the principal. The total male 
sample did not agree with the total female sample in their expectations 
of the principal in controlling student discipline, as the female re­
spondents fran both school sizes placed the student control responsibil­
ity with the principal. The male sample perceived the principal as 
being involved in student management, but indicated that this duty is 
shared with another administrator. The hypotheses that role expecta­
tions for the high school principal would not vary by school size and 
sex of respondent were rejected. 
An inspection of Tables 29 and 30 indicated male and female re­
spondents differed in their perceptions of the principal's role in meet­
ing with parents and community members. Females in the total sample have 
a higher level of expectancy for principals to be involved in meeting 
with the community when compared to the male respondents. Female and 
male students in the two school sizes differed in their perceptions of 
the principal's involvement in conducting community meetings, as the 
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Table 27. Mean responses for the sample's perceptions of the princi­
pal's role in controlling student behavior 
School size N Mean* School size N Mean^ 
Large 152 2.24 Smaller 196 1.77 
Student 67 2.20 Student 88 1.67 
Female 30 2.33 Female 42 1.43 
Male 37 2.10 Male 46 1.89 
Teacher 71 2.18 Teacher 96 1.81 
Female 24 2.04 Female 30 1.43 
Male 47 2.25 Male 66 1.98 
Principal 14 2.71 Principal 12 2.17 
Female 1 2.00 Male 12 2.17 
Male 13 2.77 
Grand mean: 1.98 
^1 = Absolutely Should; 2 = Probably Should; 3 = Not Sure; 4 = 
Probably Should Not; 5 = Absolutely Should Not. 
Table 28. Analysis of variance for the mean responses of students, 
teachers, and principals for the principal's role in con­
trolling student behavior 
Source df Mean square 
Main effects 4 4.617 
Size 1 14.326 
Person 2 0.198 
Sex 1 4.701 
Error 336 1.224 
Total 346 1.300 
3.773, 
11.707 
0.162j 
3.842 
P < .05. 
** 
P < .01. 
*** 
P < ,001. 
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Table 29. Mean responses for the large and smaller high school sample 
for the principal's role in holding conferences with parents 
and other lay citizens 
School size N Mean^ School size N 
a 
Mean 
Large 152 1.72 Smaller 196 1.55 
Student 67 1.79 Student 88 1.69 
Female 30 1.67 Female 42 1.50 
Male 37 1.89 Male 46 1.87 
Teacher 71 1.65 Teacher 97 1.44 
Female 24 1.46 Female 30 1.40 
Male 47 1.74 Male 67 1.46 
Principal 14 1.78 Principal 11 1.36 
Female 1 4.00 Male 11 1.36 
Male 13 1.61 
Grand mean: 1.63 
^1 = Absolutely Should; 2 = Probably Should; 3 = Not Sure; 4 = 
Probably Should Not; 5 = Absolutely Should Not. 
Table 30, Mean responses of the total sample's perceptions of the 
principal in assuming the responsibility of conducting meet­
ings with parents and other citizens of the community (anal­
ysis of variance) 
Source df Mean squares F 
Main effects 
Size 
Person 
Sex 
4 
1 
2 
1 
2.406 
0.486 
1.858 
2.999 
3.742** 
0.756 
2.889* 
4.662 
2-way interactions 
Size by person 
Size by sex 
Person by sex 
5 
2 
1 
2 
1.561 
0.166 
0.197 
3.473 
2.426 
0.258 
0.306** 
5.399 
Error 
Total 
336 
346 
0.643 
0.674 
*P < .05. 
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female students in the total sample expected the principal to take an 
important role, while male respondents in the student sample tended to 
perceive the principal sharing this responsibility. Rejected were the 
hypotheses which suggested that role expectations for the high school 
principal would not vary by sex and type of respondent. 
From the data contained in Tables 31 and 32, one can ascertain that 
smaller and large high school respondents differed in their perceived 
role of the high school principal in directing the school lunch program. 
The smaller school sample tended to indicate the principal would have 
some input into the lunch program, while the large school respondents 
perceived another person probably sharing that responsibility with the 
principal. Students from the two school sizes differed in their percep­
tions of the principal's role in the lunch program when compared with 
the teacher and principal sample, as the students indicated that the 
principal would probably have more primary responsibility. 
The hypotheses that role perceptions for the high school principal 
would not vary by sex of the respondent and by the type of respondent 
were rejected. 
The perceived role of the high school principal in recruiting and 
selecting nonprofessional staff is examined in Tables 33 and 34. Stu­
dents in the total sample tended to perceive the principal as assuming 
primary responsibility for the personnel selection process for nonpro­
fessional staff. The student's perceptions differed significantly from 
the teacher and principal samples, as teachers and principals tended 
to disassociate the principal with this task. The hypothesis that role 
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Table 31. Mean responses of the total sample's perceptions of the 
principal's role in directing the school lunch program 
School size N Mean^ School size N Mean^ 
Large 152 3.79 Smaller 197 3.68 
Student 67 3.51 Student 88 3.11 
Female 30 3.57 Female 42 2.95 
Male 37 3.46 Male 46 3.26 
Teacher 71 3.97 Teacher 97 4.08 
Female 24 3.83 Female 30 3.90 
Male 47 4.04 Male 67 4.16 
Principal 14 4.28 Principal 12 4.67 
Female 1 5.00 Male 12 4.67 
Male 13 4.23 
Grand mean: 3.73 
^1 = Absolutely Should; 2 = Probably Should; 3 = Not Sure; 4 = 
Probably Should Not; 5 = Absolutely Should Not. 
Table 32. Mean responses of the total respondent's perceptions of the 
principal in directing the school lunch program (analysis 
of variance) 
Source df Mean square 
Main effects 
Size 
Person 
Sex 
4 
1 
2 
1 
8.785 
6.604 
16.502 
2.089 
6.728, 
5.057 
12.638" 
1.600 
.*** 
*** 
Error 
Total 
336 
345 
1.306 
1.476 
P < .05. 
*** 
P < .001. 
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Table 33. Mean responses of the total sample's role perceptions of 
the principal in assuming the task of recruiting and select­
ing nonprofessional staff 
School size N Mean^ School size N Mean' 
Large 150 2.76 Smaller 196 3.03 
Student 67 2.70 Student 88 2.68 
Female 30 2.97 Female 42 2.67 
Male 37 2.48 Male 46 2.69 
Teacher 70 2.83 Teacher 96 3.29 
Female 23 2.56 Female 29 3.24 
Male 47 2.96 Male 67 3.31 
Principal 13 2.77 Principal 12 3.50 
Female 0 — — Male 12 3.50 
Male 13 2.77 
Grand mean: 2.92 
^1 = Absolutely Should; 2 = Probably Should; 3 = 
Probably Should Not; 5 = Absolutely Should Not. 
Not Sure; 4 = 
Table 34. Mean responses of the smaller and large high school samples 
for the role of the high school principal in recruiting and 
selecting nonprofessional staff (analysis of variance) 
Source df Mean square F 
Main effects 4 3.010 2.015 
Size 1 1.575 1.054* 
Person 2 5.912 3.958 
Sex 1 0.018 0.012 
Error 336 1.494 
Total 345 1.549 
*P < .01. 
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expectations for the high school principal would not vary by type of 
respondent was rejected. 
From the data contained in Tables 35 and 36, one can indicate that 
principals in the total sample differed in their role perceptions of 
the principal' s involvement in preparing information for dissemination 
to the news media when compared to the teachers and students in the 
total sample. The principals tended to view themselves as having pri­
mary responsibility for this news information task, while the rest of 
the total sample envisioned the principal sharing this duty with another 
adminis trator. 
In addition, male teachers in the smaller schools perceived the 
principal as "probably" assuming this public information duty while 
smaller school female teachers tended to picture the principal sharing 
this task with someone else. Rejected were the hypotheses that role 
expectations for the high school principal would not vary by type and 
sex of respondent. 
Examining Tables 37 and 38 reveals that principals from the smaller 
high school sançle perceived themselves as making recommendations to the 
school board in the area of policy-making. The large high school prin­
cipals tended to perceive the policy-making responsibility as a shared 
task. In the total sample, females, respondents from large schools, 
and the total teacher sançle perceived the principal as probably hav­
ing direct input to the board of education in the area of policy-making. 
Thus, the hypotheses that role expectations for the high school prin­
cipal would not vary by sex of the respondent, type of respondent, and 
58 
Table 35. The total sample's mean responses for their perception of 
the principal's role in preparing information for dis­
tribution to public media 
School size N Mean^ School size N Mean^ 
Large 152 1.94 Smaller 197 2.21 
Student 67 2.07 Student 88 2.34 
Female 30 2.03 Female 42 2.26 
Male 37 2.11 Male 46 2.41 
Teacher 71 1.84 Teacher 97 2.18 
Female 24 1.92 Female 30 2.43 
Male 47 1.80 Male 67 2.06 
Principal 14 1.78 Principal 12 1.58 
Female 1 2.00 Male 12 1.58 
Male 13 1.77 
Grand mean: 2.09 
^1 = Absolutely Should; 2 = Probably Should; 3 = Not Sure; 4 = 
Probably Should Not; 5 = Absolutely Should Not. 
Table 36. Analysis of variance for the sample's mean responses for 
the principal's role in preparing and disseminating in­
formation to the news media 
Source df Mean square F 
Main effects 4 2.385 2.666* 
Size 1 0.914 1.022. 
Person 2 3.694 4.129 
Sex 1 0.502 0,561 
2-way interactions 4 1.385 1.549 
Size by person 2 1.255 1.402 
Size by sex 1 0.055 0.062* 
Person by sex 1 3.472 3.881 
Error 336 0.895 
Total 345 0.931 
*P < .05. 
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Table 37. Mean responses of the smaller and large high school sample 
for the principal's role in making recommendations to the 
school board for policy formulation and revision 
School size N Mean^ School size N Mean^ 
Large 152 1.38 Smaller 197 1.47 
Student 67 1.37 Student 88 1.56 
Female 30 1.17 Female 42 1.48 
Hale 37 1.54 Male 46 1.63 
Teacher 71 1.31 Teacher 97 1.38 
Female 24 1.58 Female 30 1.23 
Hale 47 1.17 Male 67 1.45 
Principal 14 1.00 Principal 12 1.50 
Female 1 1.00 Male 12 1.50 
Hale 13 1.85 
Grand mean: 1.43 
^1 = Absolutely Should; 2 = Probably Should; 3 = Not Sure; 4 = 
Probably Should Not; 5 = Absolutely Should Not. 
Table 38. Mean responses of the total sample's role perception of the 
principal in making recommendations to the board of education 
for policy formulation and revision 
Source df Mean square F 
Main effects 4 1.397 2.620* 
Size 1 1.677 3.144 
Person 2 0.626 1.174 
Sex 1 0.615 1.153 
2-way interactions 5 1.017 1.907* 
Size by person 2 2.075 3.892 
Size by sex 1 0.397 0.745 
Person by sex 2 0.106 0.198 
** 
3-way interactions 1 3.112 5.836** 
Size by person by sex 1 3.112 5.836 
Eirror 336 0.533 
Total 346 0.552 
*P < .05. 
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school size were rejected. 
An examination of Tables 39 and 40 indicated that the smaller high 
school sample perceived the high school principal as assuming the duty 
of maintaining student records as a primary task while the sample from 
the large high schools tended to see the principal as sharing this 
task with another professional staff member. The hypothesis that role 
perceptions for the high school principal would not vary by school 
size was rejected. 
An analysis of Tables 41 and 42 indicated that students in the 
total sample perceived the high school principal should assist teachers 
in planning effective remedial instruction, while the teacher and prin­
cipal respondents indicated the principal would share this instructional 
task with other administrators. Female teachers in the smaller school 
sample expected the high school principal to have direct responsibility 
for helping teachers plan an effective remedial education program. In 
the overall sample, the smaller school respondents perceived the princi­
pal assuming a strong instructional leadership position for this task, 
moreso than the total large school sample. Rejected were the hypotheses 
that role perceptions for the high school principal would not vary by 
type of respondent and school size. 
From the data contained in Tables 43 and 44, one notes that the 
smaller high school sample tended to perceive the principal as taking 
an active role in assisting teachers in diagnosing learning difficul­
ties of students, while the respondents from the large high schools ex­
pected the principal to share this task with other professional staff. 
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Table 39. The total sample's mean responses for the role of the hi^ 
school principal in maintaining student personnel records 
School size N a Mean School size N Mean^ 
Large 152 3.36 Smaller 197 2.74 
Student 67 3.06 Student 88 2.56 
Female 30 3.23 Female 42 2.50 
Male 37 2.92 Male 46 2.61 
Teacher 71 3.63 Teacher 97 2.84 
Female 24 3.08 Female 30 2.50 
Male 47 3.91 Male 12 3.25 
Principal 14 3.36 
Female 1 4.00 
Male 13 3.31 
Grand mean: 3.01 
^1 = Absolutely Should; 2 = Probably Should; 3 = Not Sure; 4 = 
Probably Should Not; 5 = Absolutely Should Not. 
Table 40. Analysis of variance of the mean responses of the sample's 
perceptions of principal's role in maintaining student 
personnel records 
Source df Mean square F 
Main effects 4 3.222 1.711. 
Size 1 9.411 4.996 
Person 2 0.430 0.228 
Sex 1 0.324 0.172 
Error 336 1.884 
Total 346 2.023 
*P < .05. 
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Table 41. Smaller and large high school sample's mean responses for 
the role of the principal in helping teachers plan effec­
tive remedial instruction 
School size N Mean^ School size N Mean^ 
Large 152 2.65 Smaller 197 2.19 
Student 67 2.40 Student 88 2.18 
Female 30 2.27 Female 42 2.19 
Male 37 2.51 Male 46 2.17 
Teacher 71 2.90 Teacher 97 2.16 
Female 24 2.71 Female 30 1.83 
Male 47 3.08 Male 67 2.31 
Principal 14 2.57 Principal 12 2.50 
Female 1 5.00 Male 12 2.50 
Male 13 2.38 
Grand mean: 2.39 
^1 = Absolutely Should; 2 = Probably Should; 3 = Not Sure; 4 = 
Probably Should Not; 5 = Absolutely Should Not. 
Table 42. Meafi responses of the total sample's perceptions of the 
principal's responsibility for assisting teachers in plan­
ning remedial instruction (analysis of variance) 
Source df Mean square F 
Main effects 4 3.571 
* 
3.252 
Size 1 0.102 0.093** 
Person 2 5.679 5.173 
Sex 1 0.003 0.003 
2-way interactions 5 2.845 2.591* 
Size by person 2 3.348 3.049 
Size by sex 1 0.633 0.577*. 
Person by sex 2 5.289 4.817 
Error 336 1.098 
Total 346 1.192 
*P < .05. 
63 
Table 43. Mean responses of the total student, teacher, principal 
sample for the role of the high school principal in assist­
ing teachers in diagnosing learning difficulties of students 
School size N Mean^ School size N Mean^ 
Large 152 3.10 Smaller 195 2.36 
Student 67 2.81 Student 87 2.44 
Female 30 2.73 Female 42 2.19 
Male 37 2.86 Male 45 2.69 
Teacher 71 3.37 Teacher 96 2.30 
Female 24 3.46 Female 29 2.24 
Male 47 3.31 Male 67 2.32 
Principal 14 3.21 Principal 12 2.25 
Female 1 4.00 Male 12 2.25 
Male 13 3.15 
Grand mean: 2.69 
^1 = Absolutely Should; 2 = Probably Should; 3 = Not Sure; 4 = 
Probably Should Not; 5 = Absolutely Should Not. 
Table 44. Analysis of variance for the mean responses of the sample's 
perception of the principal's role in diagnosing learning 
difficulties of students 
Source df Me&n square F 
Main effects 4 2.476 1.863* 
Size 1 5.157 3.881 
Person 2 0.139 0.105 
Sex 1 5.396 4.061 
Error 336 1.329 
Total 346 1.329 
*P < .05. 
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Female respondents In the total sample had higher expectations than 
males in the total sample for the principal's role in working with the 
teachers in assessing the needs of students with learning problems. 
The hypotheses that role perceptions for the high school principal 
would not vary by school size and by sex of the respondent were re­
jected. 
An evaluation of Tables 45 and 46 indicated that the sample's 
perception of the principal's involvement in accounting of students, 
census, and attendance differed by size of the school. The smaller 
school sample tended to place the attendance responsibility on the prin­
cipal, while the large school respondents expected the principal to 
share this task with someone else. Rejected was the hypothesis that 
role perceptions for the high school principal would not vary by school 
size. 
An analysis of Tables 47 and 48 reveals that students did not agree 
with the teachers and principals, in the total sample, in their percep­
tions of the principal's role in developing student reporting procedures. 
The student respondents perceived the principal as not assuming a vital 
role in the student reporting process while the teachers and principals 
expected the principal to take an active role, even though possibly 
sharing it with another staff member. The hypothesis that role percep­
tions for the high school principal would not vary by type of respond­
ent was rejected. 
From the data contained in Tables 49 and 50, it appears that 
students did not perceive the high school principal assuming sole 
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Table 45. Mean responses for the sample's perception of the princi-
pal' i s role in accounting of students, census , and atten-
dance 
School size N Mean^ School size N Mean^ 
Large 152 3.10 Smaller 195 2.45 
Student 67 3.22 Student 87 2.57 
Female 30 3.47 Female A2 2.50 
Male 37 3.02 Male 45 2.64 
Teacher 71 2.91 Teacher 96 2.28 
Female 24 2.67 Female 29 2.14 
Male 47 3.04 Male 67 2.34 
Principal 14 3.50 Principal 12 2.83 
Female 1 5.00 Male 12 2.83 
Male 13 3.38 
Grand mean: 2.73 
= Absolutely Should; 2 = Probably Should; 3 = Not Sure; 4 = 
Probably Should Not: 5 = Absolutely Should Not. 
Table 46. Mean responses of the smaller and large high school sample 
for the role of the principal in accounting of students, 
and attendance (analysis of variance) 
Source df 
Main effects 4 
Size 1 
Person 2 
Sex 1 
Error 336 
Total 346 
Mean square F 
8.060 4.007. 
16.353 8.131 
1.874 0.932 
0.453 0.225 
2.011 
2.120 
**P < .01. 
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Table 47. Mean responses of the total sample's perceptions of the role 
of the principal in developing student reporting procedures 
School size N Mean School size N Mean 
Large 151 2.50 Smaller 195 2.17 
Student 67 2.58 Student 87 2.52 
Female 30 2.53 Female 42 2.38 
Male 37 2.62 Male 45 2.64 
Teacher 70 2.48 Teacher 96 1.93 
Female 24 2.33 Female 29 1.79 
Male 46 2.56 Male 67 1.98 
Principal 14 2.21 Principal 12 1.58 
Female 1 2.00 Male 12 1.58 
Male 13 2.23 
Grand mean: 2.32 
^1 = Absolutely Should; 2 = Probably Should; 3 = Not Sure; 4 = 
Probably Should Not; 5 = Absolutely Should Not. 
Table 48. Analysis of variance for the mean responses of the sample's 
perception of the principal's involvement in developing 
student reporting procedures 
Source df Mean square ? 
Main effects 4 3.865 3.632 
Size 1 0.406 0.382* 
Person 2 3.937 3.700 
Sex 1 1.508 1.418 
Error 333 1.064 
Total 343 1.136 
*P < .05. 
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Table 49. Mean responses for the sample's perception for the role of 
the principal in scheduling staff 
School size N Mean^ School size N Mean^ 
Large 151 2.09 Smaller 194 1.87 
Student 66 2.27 Student 87 2.08 
Female 30 2.40 Female 42 2.09 
Male 36 2.17 Male 45 2.07 
Teacher 71 1.98 Teacher 95 1.75 
Female 24 1.58 Female 28 1.46 
Male 47 2.19 Male 67 1.87 
Principal 14 1.85 Principal 12 1.33 
Female 1 1.00 Male 12 1.33 
Male 13 1.92 
Grand mean: 1.97 
^1 = Absolutely Should; 2 = Probably Should; 3 = Not Sure; 4 = 
Probably Should Not; 5 = Absolutely Should Not. 
Table 50. Analysis of variance for the mean responses of the sample's 
role perception of the principal's responsibility in 
scheduling staff 
Source df Mean square 
Main effects 4 3.776 4.335 
Size 1 1.626 1.866. 
Person 2 4.780 5.488 
Sex 1 0.018 0.020 
Error 333 0.871 
Total 343 0.926 
P < .01. 
68 
responsibility for the scheduling of professional and nonprofessional 
staff. The teacher and principal respondents tended to expect the high 
school principal to take an active role in this staff responsibility. 
Rejected was the hypothesis that role perceptions of the role of the 
principal would not vary by type of respondent. 
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CHAPTER III. STIMMARY, CONCLUSIOTS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
This study was designed to examine role expectations for high 
school principals as perceived by students, teachers, and principals-
This Iowa-based study attempted to determine if students, teachers, and 
principals agreed about their expectations of the high school principal. 
Among the three groups, perceptions of: males and females, as well as 
large and smaller school samples, were compared. Twenty-one Iowa senior 
high schools were randomly chosen for the survey; with 155 students, 
168 teachers, and 26 principals participating. 
The instrument used to gather the data was the Opinion Scale of 
School Principals' Role Functions which was administered to respond­
ents of twenty-one high schools in March, April, and May of 1977. A 
previous field test of this instrument was administered at North Hills 
High School in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania in February, 1977. The data 
for the Iowa study were key-punched and processed in May, 1977, at the 
Iowa State University Computer Center. 
At the outset of this study, there were thirty Iowa high schools 
randomly chosen to participate, but due to several refusals to partici­
pate, time delays, and misplaced surveys, the final number of schools 
involved was reduced to twenty-one. Three efforts were made to enlarge 
this sample, but those alternative mailings were fruitless. The orig­
inal three classifications of small, medium, and large were changed 
to large and smaller high schools. The large high school represented 
student enrollments of 1400 or more, while the smaller high schools had 
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enrollments of up to 1399. It should be noted that 26 principals re­
sponded, although only 21 schools participated in the study; apparently 
at least five assistant principals answered the questiojjnaire. Also, 
there was only one female principal responding, apparently an assistant 
principal because no female high school principals headed the randomly 
chosen schools. 
Sunnnary of Findings 
The findings of this study indicated that perceptions of students, 
teachers, and principals of the role of the high school principal do 
vary with school size. The small high school respondents tended tc ex­
pect the principal to take primary responsibility for the tasks listed 
in the Opinion Scale. The total sample agreed about most of the prin­
cipal's role responsibilities. Students, teachers, and principals de­
lineated those duties that the principal "must do," "may do," or "should 
not do." Those categories contain the following responsibilities: 
The Principal MOST DO; 
1. Supervising of all staff 
2. Make recctmnendations to the board of education for policy formu­
lation 
3. Help the board of education in determining the educational needs 
of the community 
4. Induct and orient professional staff 
5. Determine ihe need for plant planning 
6. Rate, promote, and dismiss professional and nonprofessional staff 
7. Counsel professional and nonprofessional staff 
8. Plan and coordinate a public relations program 
9. Recruit and select professional staff 
10. Direct and coordinate the inservice training program 
11. Work with the PTÂ and other lay groups 
12. Control student behavior 
13. Hold conferences with parents and other lay citizens 
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14. Maintain staff personnel records 
15. Prepare information to be disseminated to public media 
16. Maintain student personnel records 
17. Help teachers in planning effective remedial instruction 
18. Develop student reporting procedures 
19. Schedule professional and nonprofessional staff 
The Principal MAY DO: 
1. Direct a program for exceptional children 
2. Schedule students 
3. Induct and orient nonprofessional staff 
4. Revise the curriculum and select materials 
5. Arrange for substitute teachers 
6. Direct and supervise the student activities program 
7. Determine specifications for supplies and equipment 
8. Supervise nonprofessional staff 
9. Direct the health and safety program 
10. Direct the guidance program 
11. Recruit and select nonprofessional staff 
12. Conduct a research program 
13. Assist teachers in diagnosing learning difficulties of students 
14. Supervise the attendance procedures of students 
13. Supervise and audit internal accounts 
16. Direct a program of plant maintenance 
17. Direct the school lunch program 
The Principal SHOULD NOT DO: 
1. Inventory supplies and equipment 
2. Distribute supplies and equipment 
3. Coordinate the audiovisual activities 
Limitations 
Research studies have certain limitations which need to be recog­
nized before the results are useful. The limitations of this study 
were: 
1. A smaller sample size than originally expected vas due to 
misplaced surveys and deadline dates which were too tight. 
2. Five administrators, who were not principals (probably 
assistant principals) filled out surveys, and it was not 
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possible to purge their responses. 
3. Only one female principal (an assistant principal) was part 
of the principals' sample. Her responses, however, did not 
alter the overall large school princpals' perceptions. 
4. Mailing survey instruments rather than conducting in-depth 
personal interviews limited the responses to just the survey 
information. 
5. Only subordinates were surveyed in addition to the principals. 
This made comparison to previous studies which included super-
ordinates to the principal difficult. 
6. The research design used in this study omitted responses from 
superintendents and central staff members. Their responses 
might have provided a quite different set of work priorities. 
Conclusions 
The following conclusions have been made as a result of this study: 
1. In twenty-four of the forty items listed in the Opinion Scale, 
there were measurable differences in the expectations of the 
high school principal as held by the students, teachers, and 
principals. 
2. Students, teachers, and principals agreed on sixteen of the 
forty Opinion Scale role functions for the high school prin­
cipal . 
3. The large school respondents thought that the principal should 
take primary responsibility for: determining the need for 
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plant planning and expansion; recruiting and selecting profes­
sional staff; and rating, promoting, and dismissing profes­
sional staff. 
Respondents from the smaller schools replied that the principal 
should take primary responsibility for: scheduling students; 
inducting and orienting nonprofessional staff; arranging for 
substitute teachers; directing and supervising the student 
activity program; determining specifications for supplies and 
equipment; controlling student behavior; directing the school 
lunch program; maintaining student personnel records; assisting 
teachers in diagnosing learning difficulties of students; and 
accounting of student attendance. 
Students in the total sample agreed that the principal should 
take sole responsibility for: inducting and orienting profes­
sional staff; coordinate audiovisual activities; directing the 
guidance program; directing the school lunch program; recruit­
ing and selecting nonprofessional staff; helping teachers in 
planning effective remedial instruction; and developing stu­
dent reporting procedures. 
Teachers in the total sample had greater expectations than the 
total student sample for the principal to take responsibility 
for supervising staff and scheduling professional and nonpro­
fessional staff. 
Principals in the total sample agreed that they should take 
primary responsibility for the dissemination of school 
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information to the public media. The teachers and students 
in the total sample did not share this perception. 
8. Teachers in the smaller high school sample expected the princi­
pal to take primary responsibility for helping teachers in 
planning effective remedial instruction. The teachers in the 
large school sample did not have this perception. 
9. Teachers in the large school sample agreed that the high school 
principal should assume responsibility for directing the gui­
dance program. The teachers in the smaller school sample did 
not agree. 
10. The female sample expected the principal to take the responsi­
bility for holding conferences with parents and other lay citi­
zens and assisting teachers in diagnosing learning difficul­
ties of students. The male sample's perceptions of these tasks 
were not as pronounced. 
11. Smaller high school female students perceived, moreso than the 
large school male students, the principal taking primary re­
sponsibility for directing the guidance program. 
12. The female teachers in the smaller school sample perceived the 
principal as taking sole responsibility for dissemination of 
information to the media; however, the female teachers in the 
large school sample did not share this perception. 
13. Female teachers in the smaller school sample expected the prin­
cipal to take primary responsibility for aiding teachers in 
planning of remedial instruction. The male teachers' 
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perceptions in this same sample were not as strong. 
14. The principals in the smaller school sample differed from 
their counterparts in the large school sample as the smaller 
school principals perceive themselves as providing more input 
to the board of education in the area of policy formulation 
and revision. 
15. Females in the total sample, respondents from the large school 
sample, and the entire teacher samples agreed that the prin­
cipal should take primary responsibility for making recommen­
dations to the board of education for policy formulation and 
revision. However, the total male sample and the total smaller 
school samples did not share this perception. 
This study attempted to answer five questions as indicated in 
Chapter One. In twenty-four of the forty items there were significant 
differences in the expectations for the role of the high school as held 
by the students, teachers, and principals. In addition to those dif­
ferences, there was agreement among the total sangjle in sixteen of the 
forty role functions. Although there was disagreement on some of the 
items, nineteen items should be considered "must" items as role func­
tions of high school principals, while seventeen role functions "may" 
be included in the duties of the high school principal. There are meas­
urable differences in the expectations for the role of the high school 
principal as held by the students, teachers, and principals. In addi­
tion, the total sample agreed on almost fifty percent of the items in 
regards to whether the principal should or should not perform the task. 
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A question asked at the outset of this study indicated that an 
examination should be made as to whether or not the expected functional 
role of the principal should be more specific. There does appear to be 
some need to focus on duties which are not just "managerial" in nature, 
but which emphasize the role of the principal as an instructional lead­
er. The duties listed in the Opinion Scale should be more oriented 
towards instructional and curriculum tasks of the high school principal, 
as many of the items are in the category of day-to-day needs of the 
high school. 
Another question asked whether the principal's responsibilities 
should be expanded. The items which ended up on the "must do" and "may 
do" lists indicated that the principal's responsibilities do not neces­
sarily need expansion but require more specificity, as already indi­
cated. 
Discussion 
This research, which compared role perceptions of the high school 
principal among students, teachers, and principals, in large and smaller 
Iowa high schools, indicated that the size of the high school affects 
expectations of the role function of the higih school principal. Gener­
ally, respondents from small schools envisioned the principal as hav­
ing more responsibilities than did the large school sample for the 
listed duties, as presented in the Opinion Scale of School Principals' 
Role Functions. This can be attributed, generally speaking, to small 
school organizational structure, whereby, fewer administrative support 
personnel are available to assist the higji school principal. 
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Respondents from small high schools indicated they perceived the 
principal as having more responsibility for controlling student beha­
vior, than did the large school sample. A smaller high school may not 
have many administrative assistants for the principal, so either s/he 
handles the discipline or shares it with another person. A large high 
school usually has several assistant principals or deans of student 
affairs who take care of the day-to-day disciplinary problems. 
Do males and females have different levels of expectancies for the 
principals' role in controlling student behavior? This research found 
that females in the total sample perceived the principal having more in­
volvement in controlling student behavior when compared to the total 
male sample. Possibly, females, in our supposedly male-dominated 
socialization process, perceived the principal as the disciplinarian 
or authority figure, moreso than did the total male sample. 
The smaller high school respondents expected the principal to per­
form the duties of student scheduling. Why did the small school sample 
differ with the large school sample's perceptions to the principal's 
role in scheduling? More administrators available in a school allows 
for delegation of authority and responsibility. The small high school 
principal will usually have fewer assistant principals, thusly, s/he 
would probably take a more active role in the scheduling of students. 
Conversely, the large school principal may delegate the scheduling 
tasks to assistant principals, department heads, and counselors. 
Why does the total large school sample perceive the principal as 
taking sole responsibility for rating, promoting, and dismissing 
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professional staff, while the smaller school sample does not share this 
perception? There is a wide disparity between the samples, from the 
two school sizes, in their perceptions of this role function. Although 
the principal will usually rate professional staff, s/he would have 
less of an opportunity in the smaller high schools to promote, due to 
fewer employees. The dismissal action must follow due process procedures 
and, although the principal would probably provide input to the super­
intendent and the board of education, s/he would probably not have 
primary role functions in the dismissal of professional staff. 
Why is there a significant difference between the total sample in 
their perceptions for the principal to recruit and select professional 
staff? In the smaller high schools, the hiring is more likely to be 
handled by the superintendent's office than by the building principal. 
Recruiting in both school sizes will probably be coordinated by the 
central office administrative staff. The actual selection will probably 
involve the principal, regardless of school size. It is interesting to 
note that large school principals perceived that the recruiting and 
selection of professional staff is not as much a primary role of theirs 
when compared to the perceptions of the small high school principals. 
Why does the large school sample perceive the principal assuming 
primary responsbility for determining the need of plant planning, while 
the smaller high school sample is not as firm in their perceptions? In 
larger schools, building principals may have more support staff, there­
fore they can devote more time for future directions planning, which may 
include plant expansion, renovation, or a new facility. The principal 
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of the small high school will usually rely on the central administrative 
staff to direct facilities planning, although they would probably have 
input but not primary responsibility. 
Arranging for substitute teachers in a large high school is usually 
the responsibility of the principal's secretary or department heads, 
while principals of smaller high schools are sometimes burdened with what 
could be perceived as a quasi-clerical duty. 
To facilitate comparison with previous studies of the principal's 
role the findings of Langlitz (32) and Taggart (49) have been com­
bined with the perceptions reported in this investigation in Table 51. 
Analysis of Table 51 reveals that during the last twenty years the per­
ceived role of the high school principal has changed. In twenty-nine of 
forty items there was disagreement between the 1958 and 1977 studies, 
while a comparison of the 1975 and 1977 studies pointed out that the 
total samples did not agree on fourteen of the forty role functions. 
The 1977 and 1958 studies differed in perceived role functions of 
the high school principal in the following areas: 
1. The 1977 study indicated that today's high school principal is 
not as involved in the following functions as in 1958: 
a. Determining specifications for supplies and equipment. 
b. Directing student activities 
c. Attendance accounting 
d. Maintaining student personnel records 
e. Directing the guidance program 
f. Directing a program for exceptional children 
Table 51. A comparison of administrative functions 
in lova in 1977 
Function 
1. Directing a program for exceptional 
children. 
2. Inducting and orienting professional 
staff personnel. 
3. Inventorying supplies and equipment. 
4. Scheduling pupils 
5. Determining need for and planning for 
plant expansion and renovation. 
6. Inducting and orienting nonprofessional 
staff personnel. 
7. Rating, promoting, and dismissing non­
professional staff personnel. 
8. Counseling professional and nonprofes­
sional staff personnel. 
9. Distributing supplies and equipment. 
10. Planning and coordinating a public re­
lations program. 
11. Coordinating audio-visual activities. 
12. Revising the curriculum and selecting 
curriculum materials 
13. Arranging for substitute teachers. 
in New York in 1958, in Wyoming in 1975, and 
Langlitz 
(1958)8 
Taggart 
(1975)8 
Present study 
response (1977) 
Principal 
Principal 
Principal 
Principal 
Shared 
Principal 
Shared 
Shared 
Principal 
Shared 
Principal 
Shared 
Principal 
Shared 
Principal 
Shared 
Principal 
Principal 
Principal 
Principal 
Principal 
Shared 
Principal 
Shared 
Principal 
Principal 
Shared 
Principal 
Not principal' 
Shared^ 
Principal 
Shared^ 
Principal^ 
Principal^ 
Not principal' 
Principal^ 
Shared^ 
Shared^ 
Shared^ 
14. Directing and supervising the student 
activity program. Principal Shared Shared^ 
15. Recruiting and selecting professional 
staff personnel. Shared Principal Principal^ 
16. Determining specifications for supplies 
and equipment. Principal Shared Shared^ 
17. Rating, promoting, and dismissing 
professional staff personnel. Shared Principal Principal^ 
18. Supervising professional staff personnel. Principal Principal Principal 
19. Directing and coordinating the Inservice 
training program. Principal Principal Principal 
20. Supervising nonprofessional staff personnel. Principal Principal Shared^ 
21. Working with PTA and other lay groups. Shared Principal Principal^ 
22. Directing the health and safety program. Principal Shared Shared^ 
23. Directing the guidance program. Principal Shared Shared^ 
24. Controlling student behavior. Principal Principal Principal 
25. Holding conferences with parents and 
other lay citizens. Shared Principal Principal^ 
26. Maintaining staff personnel records. Shared Principal Principal^ 
27. Directing the school lunch oroeram. Shared Principal Not principal 
^These studies Included superintendents and the community. 
^Students, teachers, and principals comprised this study. 
^Denotes disagreement with Langlitz. 
^Denotes disagreement with Langllts and Taggart. 
^Denotes disagreement with Taggart. 
Table 51 (Continued) 
Function 
Langlltz 
(1958)* 
Taggart Present study 
(1975)® response (1977)% 
28. Recruiting and selecting nonprofes­
sional staff personnel. Shared Principal 
29. Preparing information to be disseminated 
by public communications media. Shared Shared 
30. Conducting a research program. Shared Principal 
31. Making recommendations to the board of edu­
cation for policy formulation and revision. Shared Principal 
32. Maintaining student personnel records. Principal Shared 
33. Helping teachers in planning effective 
remedial instruction. Principal Principal 
34. Assisting teachers in diagnosing learning 
difficulties of students. Principal Principal 
35. Accounting of pupils, census, and attendance. Principal Principal 
36. Developing student reporting procedures. Principal Principal 
37. Supervising and auditing internal accounts. Principal Principal 
38. Directing a program of plant maintenance. Shared Principal 
39. Helping the board of education in determin­
ing the educational needs of the community. Shared Principal 
40. Scheduling professional and nonprofessional 
staff personnel. Principal Principal 
Shared 
Principal^ 
Shared^ 
Principal 
Shared^ 
Principal 
Shared^ 
Shared^ 
Principal 
Shared^ 
Shared® 
Principal' 
Principal 
00 
to 
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g. Directing the audiovisual program 
h. Directing a health and safety program 
Examination of the 1977 data shows that the principal assîmes 
direct responsibility for the following tasks whereas the 1958 
! 
research study indicated that the principal was directly re­
sponsible for: 
a. Recruiting and selecting professional staff 
b. Plant planning 
c. Directing a public relations program 
d. Holding conferences with parents 
e. Rating, promoting, and dismissing professional staff 
f. Helping the Board determine educational needs 
g. Making policy recommendations to the Board 
The 1977 study indicated that the following responsibilities 
were shared with other administrators rather than totally 
assumed by the principal as determined by the 1975 Wyoming 
study: 
a. Revising the curriculum and selecting curriculum materials 
b. Conducting a research program 
c. Directing a program of plant maintenance 
d. Recruiting and selecting nonprofessional staff 
The 1958 and 1975 studies found that the principal should 
assume responsibility for the following duties which were con­
trary to the 1977 study: 
a. Inducting and orienting nonprofessional staff 
84 
b. Distributing supplies and equipment 
c. Arranging for substitutes 
d. Inventorying supplies and equipment 
e. Directing the school limch program 
5. The 1977 study found that the principal should prepare informa­
tion to be disseminated by public media whereas the two pre­
vious studies disagreed. 
Should students be included in the evaluation of the high school 
principal? The results of this study indicated that, although some sta­
tistically different data appear throughout the forty role functions 
listed in the Opinion Scale, students do agree, on the whole, with 
teachers and principals in their perceptions of the principal's duties. 
Table 52 shows the relationship of the students' means as compared to 
teachers and principals. 
Table 52. A comparison of means for all of the role functions listed 
in the Opinion Scale for students, teachers, and principals 
Grand mean: Students Teachers Principals 
N=349 N=155 N=168 N=26 
2.5190 2.5167 2.5575 2.5495 
The slight difference in overall means of the total sample indicated 
a close agreement between the three groups. 
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Implications of the study 
The Opinion Scale of School Principals' Role Functions appears to 
be a useful indicator of the role expectations of the high school prin­
cipal as perceived by students, teachers, and principals. The Opinion 
Scale is effective in ascertaining the agreed upon critical work activi­
ties of the high school principal and indicated there are some duties 
which should not be primary responsibilities of the high school prin­
cipal . 
The study indicated that students and teachers, who seldom are in­
cluded in the evaluation of the principal, may be used to evaluate the 
high school principal as they agree on almost all of the duties (deter­
mined by the total sample) considered primary functions of the high school 
principal. Students and teachers should not be eliminated from the 
overall evaluation process of the high school principal, as they are 
aware, under most circumstances, of what the high school principal should 
be doing. 
Recommendations 
In view of the findings of this study, several recamnendations . 
seem appropriate. 
Recommendations for practice 
A thorough understanding of, and dialog concerning, the high school 
principal's role should be emphasized among the total school community, 
which includes: students, teachers, principals, the superintendent, 
board members and the community. It is only through this understanding 
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that an effective evaluation of school administrators can occur. 
The role functions which were categorized under the lables of "must 
do" and "may do" should be used as evaluation criteria for the high 
school principal. Once these role functions are established, a system­
atic performance appraisal system should be utilized. Evaluation of 
school administrators must not be based on personalities or traits of 
character but must be substantive and reflect the performance level of 
the administrator. 
The role of the high school principal has been changing over the 
last twenty years, as seen when the findings of this study are compared 
with the 1958 study. Those individuals who have ultimate evaluation de­
termination of the principal must fulfill that responsibility by main­
taining a keen awareness of the current research and literature. Just 
as the principal's role has changed, so should the evaluation process. 
It is strongly suggested that subordinates be actively involved in the 
performance appraisal of the high school principal. This philosophy 
should also be reflected in the evaluation of teachers, superintendents, 
and school boards. 
Based on the findings of this study, the following inferences may 
be made: 
1. The principal should be given more primary responsibility in the 
area of curriculum. In order to be a true instructional leader, 
the principal must be directly involved in the curriculum, 
which should encompass everything that goes on in a school. 
This leadership role involves all activities and should 
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promote a better understanding of the total school environment. 
The principal should be relieved of clerical duties such as 
distributing supplies and equipment, inventorying supplies and 
equipment, and arranging for substitutes, so s/he can carry 
out those duties which can better facilitate the educational 
process. These duties should be managerial and instructional 
in nature. It is necessary to have support staff in order to 
free the principal from the duties listed above. 
The principal should take a more active role in conducting edu­
cational research programs which may effectuate positive changes 
in the school climate. This activity would allow the adminis­
trator to be more aware of what ' s happening in important areas 
of education. A solid research program should be continuous 
and involve all of the school's administrators and as many 
teachers as possible. This involvement may prohibit a stagnat­
ing educational environment. 
Those duties which are listed as "must do" in the Summary of 
Findings should be included in the responsibilities of the high 
school principal, as they appear to focus on substantive tasks 
necessary to promote the educational programs of a school. 
Those items which are listed as "may do" in the Summary of 
Findings can be included in the responsibilities of the high 
school principal if the nature of the individual school war­
rants. Those role functions may be shared with another admin­
istrator. The "may do" tasks can enhance the "must do" 
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responsibilities in a manner which can maximize the effective­
ness and efficiency of the high school principal. 
Recommendations for research 
Since there are many differences in the role perceptions of students, 
teachers, and principals towards the principal's duties, as reflected 
in the three studies, it is suggested that there be constant monitoring 
and evaluating of the principal's critical work activities. The role of 
principal appears to be in a considerable state of flux. It would seem 
that every two to three years another study should be undertaken. 
Future researchers should begin with a much larger than needed 
sample size (anticipating a considerable shrink) so that an adequate 
sample size should be achieved. Advanced preparation regarding the 
actual sanrole size should be highly emphasized. This preparation should 
include the methods for selecting the sample, eliminating as many exter­
nal variables which may alter or affect the returns in addition to allow­
ing for ample time for the return of data. The deadline dates should 
be expanded at least twenty percent. If feasible, onsite, personal inter­
viewing should be conducted, rather than a mail survey. This personal­
ized approach would elicit a more complete return of the data, in addi­
tion to obtaining additional information via probling questions. 
It is recommended that as more females enter administrative posi­
tions, better representation in a research study be achieved by maWng 
an initial percentage expectation of male and female principals. It 
should be better if an equal number of females and males were included 
89 
in the initial principals* sample. This study indicated that the sex 
of respondents had not significant effect on the perceived role expec­
tations of the principal, however, a more representative female sample 
of principals might change that conclusion. This expanded sample could 
be achieved by conducting a multistats study rather than limiting it 
to one state. 
An examination and possible alteration of the actual role duties 
could help to better determine the principals' "real world" functions. 
This recommendation is suggested in an effort to update possible role 
functions of the principal. If this study is to be duplicated, it is 
strongly recommended that a reexamination of the role duties be con­
ducted. Although changes may alter the intergroup consistency of the 
existing instrument, the results may be interesting and possibly more 
significant. 
Since superordinates of the high school principal were not in­
cluded in this study, future research should include the superintendent 
and school board. The comparative analysis of the three studies indi­
cated that the role functions of the high school principal has been 
changing over the last twenty years, and including the entire school 
community might allow for a more careful monitoring of the role of the 
principal. If the perceptions of students, teachers and principals 
have changed regarding the role of the principal, perhaps the percep­
tions of superintendents and school boards may also have changed. 
The performance evaluation of the principal must begin moving 
from the personality-based criteria to a more sophisticated and 
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substantive method. It is only through an appraisal system \diich is 
discreet and meets the needs of the individual, the school, and the 
community, that performance evaluation of the principal can be mean­
ingful. 
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APPENDIX A: LETTERS TO PRINCIPALS 
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IOWA STATE 
CoOege of Education 
Educational Administiatioa 
230CurtissHsai 
AiDes.Iawa5b0ll 
UNIVERSITY TdcpiioaeS15-2»«-S4SO 
Dear 
As our next step in developing Administrator Performance Evaluation ( a longtime 
ISU project ) , we must be able to identify those critical work activities of the 
senior high school -principal. Integral to this identification process are the 
perceptions of the role of the principal as perceived by students, teachers, and 
principals. 
Your school has been randomly chosen as one of 30 in Iowa to participate in this 
doctoral research study by Steven Brown. A forty-item questionnaire has been 
chosen which would only need to be administered to 9 students, 9 teachers, and 
yourself. The questions, which will be answered on an IBM answer sheet, are 
designed to ascertain whether or not the actual job functions listed on the 
survey should or should not be performed by the principal. This study IS NOT 
designed to evaluate you as principal. ^ 
The results will be anonymous and the long range goal of this study is to use 
job functions agreed upon by students, teachers, and principals as the basis 
for future 'adminis traitor 'evaluation. A previous study which included super­
intendents, board members, and the commun!tiy and those perceptions will also be 
used in the study. 
If you agree to participate please mail back the enclosed postcard by ' 
You will then receive the questionnaire, answer sheets, and single instructions 
for the administration of the survey. The survey should take no longer than 
fifteen minutes to complete, so it should not interrupt your normal schedule. 
We at Iowa State University appreciate your anticipated cooperation in inçroving 
the quality of administration in Iowa, which, should also improve the quality 
of instruction for our schools. 
Sincerely. 
Richard P. Manatc ~ 
Professor of Education 
Section Leader 
Educational Administration 
Steven M. Brown 
Research Assistant 
se 
N O R T H  H I L L S  H I G H  S C H O O L  
55 Rotôestcr Rotd 
Pittsbargh, PeaatylTtnia 1522* 
Mr. Junes R. Kaiper, Seaior ftinc^ Ifr. Stn«a Brows 
^SCHOtS^^ IfcRidawdNtpoftan Mr. Anthony Venditto 
Mr. Eogeae Hoteaa 
Dear Principal; 
Enclosed please find 19 copies of the OPINION SCALE OF PRINCIPALS ' ROLE 
FONCTIONS, with attached IBM-type answer sheets. Since I have just 
assumed the position of Principal at North Hills High School, I, along 
with Dr. Richard Manatt at Iowa State University, appreciate your 
cooperation in administering this instrument in your school as part of my 
doctoral research. 
To make sure this study remains valid, there are several single steps to 
follow in the actual administering of the survey: 
1. Choose the student (seniors only) and teacher samples by using 
the following numbers, which were diosen by using the 
"Table of Random Numbers." 
Please use the alternative numbers for those students or teachers 
who may be absent . Depending on how you number your students and 
teachers, you can either choose the sample by matching the above 
nunbers to the actual number so designated by your school, or you 
can count the number of students and teachers at your school and 
assign a number, 1 through N, and then use the randomly chosen 
numbers listed above. Since you sent me the actual nun6er of 
senior students and teachers, I have personalized the random numbers 
for your school only. 
2. As Principal, please fill out the survey. 
3. The only instructions necessary are printed on the first page of 
the survey. Please note that item number 1, which'dssigaates school 
size, has already been filled In on each answer sheet. 
4. Please return the answer sheets only to the address printed 
OQ the stazped envelope enclosed in this packet. You 
may discard the surveys if you wish. If possible, please 
return the answer sheets by . Dr. Manatt and 
I thank you for your cooperation. 
9 Senior Students 9 Teachers 
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APPENDIX B; QUESTIONNAIRE 
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OPINION SCALE OT SCHOOL PRINCIPALS' 
ROLE FUNCTIONS 
Listed below are statements that have been identified as role functions 
carried out by school administrators. Please read each statement care­
fully and determine to what extent that you feel each function should be 
the primary responsibility of a high school principal. After each state­
ment are five possible responses; please circle only one response for 
each item. 
The symbols for each response are defined as follows: 
Column Response Symbol 
1 Absolutely Should (AS) 
2 Probably Should (PS) 
3 Not Sure (NS) 
4 Probably Should Not (PSN) 
5 Absolutely Should Not (ASN) 
Absolutely Should (AS) means that the principal should absolutely assume 
primary responsibility for performing the described role function. 
Probably Should (PS) means that the principal probably should assume 
primary responsibility for performing the described role function. 
Not Sure (NS) means that the principal or some other administrator should 
take primary responsibility for performing the described role function. 
Probably Should Not (PSN) means that some administrator other than the 
principal should probably assume the described role function. 
Absolutely Should Not (ASN) means that some administrator other than the 
principal should absolutely assume primary responsibility for performing 
the described role function. 
(1) (2) (3) 
This school has been designated, for 
purposes of this study, as: Small Medium Large 
I am a: Student Teacher Principal 
îfy sex is: Female Male 
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(AS) - Absolutely Should; (PS) - Probably Should; (NS) - Not Sure; 
(PSN) - Probably Should Not; (ASN) - Absolutely Should Not 
QUESTION: As an individual who has had some contact with a high school 
principal, to what extent do you expect a principal to take 
primary responsibility for the role functions described: 
ROLE FUNCTION EXPECTATION RESPONSES 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
1. Directing a program for exceptional 
children. AS PS NS PSN ASN 
2. Inducting and orienting professional 
staff personnel. AS PS NS PSN ASN 
3. Inventorying supplies and equipment. AS PS NS PSN ASN 
4. Scheduling pupils. AS PS NS PSN ASN 
5. Detemining need for and planning for 
plant expansion and renovation. AS PS NS PSN ASN 
6. Inducting and orienting nonprofessional 
staff personnel. AS PS NS PSN ASN 
7. Rating, promoting, and dismissing non­
professional staff personnel. AS PS NS PSN ASN 
8. Counseling professional and non­
professional staff personnel. AS PS NS PSN ASN 
9. Distributing supplies and equipment. AS PS NS PSN ASN 
10. Planning and coordinating a public 
relations program. AS PS NS PSN ASN 
11. Coordinating audio-visual activities. AS PS NS PSN ASN 
12. Revising the curriculum and selecting 
curriculum materials. AS PS NS PSN ASN 
13. Arranging for substitute teachers. AS PS NS PSN ASN 
14. Directing and supervising the student 
activity program. AS PS NS PSN ASN 
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(AS) - Absolutely Should; (PS) - Probably Should; (NS) - Not Sure; 
(PSN) - Probably Should Not; (ASN) - Absolutely Should Not 
ROLE FUNCTION EXPECTATICW KESPŒSES 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
15. Recruiting and selecting professional 
staff personnel. AS PS NS PSN ASN 
16. Detenning specifications for supplies 
and equipment. AS PS NS PSN ASN 
17. Rating, promoting, and dismissing 
professional staff personnel. AS PS NS PSN ASN 
18. Supervising professional staff 
personnel. AS PS NS PSN ASN 
19. Directing and coordinating the in-
service training program. AS PS NS PSN ASN 
20. Supervising nonprofessional staff 
personnel. AS PS NS PSN ASN 
21. Working with PTA and other lay groups. AS PS NS PSN ASN 
22. Directing the health and safety program. AS PS NS PSN ASN 
23. Directing the guidance program. AS PS NS PSN ASN 
24. Controlling student behavior. AS PS NS PSN ASN 
25. Holding conferences with parents and 
other lay citizens. AS PS NS PSN ASN 
26. Maintaining staff personnel records. AS PS NS PSN ASN 
27. Directing the school lunch program. AS PS NS PSN ASN 
28. Recruiting and selecting nonprofes­
sional staff personnel. AS PS NS PSN ASN 
29. Preparing information to be disseminated 
by public communication media. AS PS NS PSN ASN 
30. Conducting a research program. AS PS NS PSN ASN 
31. Making recommendations to the board of 
education for policy formulation and re- AS PS NS PSN ASN 
vision. 
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(AS) - Absolutely Should; (PS) - Probably Should; (NS) - Not Sure; 
(PSN) - Probably Should Not; (ASN) - Absolutely Should Not 
ROLE FUNCTION EXPECTATION RESPONSES 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
32. Maintaining student personnel records AS PS NS PSN ASN 
33. Helping teachers in planning effective 
remedial instruction. AS PS NS PSN ASN 
34. Assisting teachers in diagnosing 
learning difficulties of students. AS PS NS PSN ASN 
35. Accounting of pupils, census, and 
attendance. AS PS NS PSN ASN 
36. Developing student reporting procedures. AS PS NS PSN ASN 
37. Supervising and auditing internal 
accounts. AS PS NS PSN ASN 
38. Directing a program of plant 
maintenance. AS PS NS PSN ASN 
39. Helping the board of education in 
determining the educational needs of 
the community. AS PS NS PSN ASN 
40. Scheduling professional and nonprofes­
sional staff personnel. AS PS NS PSN ASN 
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APPENDIX C: REMAINING QIJESTIONS WITH ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 
TABLES 
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Table C.l. Analysis of variance for question 1: "Directing a program 
for exceptional children" 
Source df Mean square F 
Main effects 4 0.352 0.229 
Size 1 0.700 0.456 
Person 2 0.116 0.076 
Sex 1 0.000 0.000 
Error 332 1.534 
Total 342 1.564 
Table C.2. Analysis of variance for question 3: "Inventorying supplies 
and equipment" 
Source df Mean square F 
Main effects 4 1.324 0.794 
Size 1 3.894 2.336 
Person 2 0.827 0.496 
Sex 1 0.021 0.013 
Error 332 1.667 
Total 342 1.708 
Table C.3. Analysis of variance for question 6: "Inducting and orient­
ing nonprofessional staff personnel" 
Source df Mean square F 
Main effects 4 1.943 1.392 
Size 1 2.800 2.006 
Person 2 1.087 0.779 
Sex 1 0.508 0.364 
Error 337 1.396 
Total 347 1.382 
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Table C.4. Analysis of variance for question 7; "Rating, promoting, 
and dismissing nonprofessional staff personnel" 
Source df Mean square F 
Main effects 4 0.877 0.613 
Size 1 1.728 1.208 
Person 2 0.165 0.115 
Sex 1 0.082 0.057 
Error 337 1.431 
Total 347 1.438 
Table C.5. Analysis of variance for question 8: "Counseling profes­
sional and nonprofessional staff personnel" 
Source df Mean square F 
Main effects 4 0.946 0.899 
Size 1 0.604 0.573 
Person 2 1.221 1.160 
Sex 1 0.212 0.202 
Error 337 1.053 
Total 347 1.086 
Table C.6. Analysis of variance for question 10: "Planning and 
coordinating a public relations program" 
Source X df Mean square F 
Main effects 4 1.070 1.078 
Size 1 1.381 1.392 
Person 2 2.053 2.070 
Sex 1 0.941 0.949 
Error 337 0.992 
Total 347 1.033 
107 
Table C.7. Analysis of variance for question 12: "Revising the curric­
ulum and selecting curriculum materials" 
Source df Mean square F 
Main effects 4 1.301 0.938 
Size 1 1.945 1.401 
Person 2 0.430 0.310 
Sex 1 2.768 1.995 
Error 337 1.388 
Total 347 1.485 
Table C.8. Analysis of variance for question 19: "Directing and co­
ordinating the inservice training program" 
Source df Mean square F 
Main effects 4 2.097 2.012 
Size 1 0.953 0.914 
Person 2 1.905 1.827 
Sex 1 0.461 0.442 
Error 337 1.042 
Total 347 1.058 
Table C.9. Analysis of variance for question 20: "Supervising non­
professional staff personnel" 
Source df Mean square F 
Main effects 4 1.719 1.096 
Size i. 1.157 0.738 
Person 2 3.076 1.962 
Sex 1 0.122 0.078 
Error 337 1.568 
Total 347 1.571 
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Table G.10. Analysis of variance for question 21: "Working with PTA 
and other lay groups" 
Source df Mean square F 
Main effects 4 0.663 0.932 
Size 1 1.889 2.656 
Person 2 0.769 1.081 
Sex 1 1.424 2.001 
Error 336 0.711 
Total 346 0.708 
Table C.ll. Analysis of variance for question 22: "Directing the 
health and safety program" 
Source df Mean square F 
Main effects 4 1.665 1.147 
Size 1 1.729 1.191 
Person 2 2.829 1.949 
Sex 1 0.182 0.125 
Error 336 1.452 
Total 346 1.473 
Table C.12. Analysis of variance for question 26: "Maintaining staff 
personnel records" 
Source df Mean square F 
Main effects 4 0.727 0.429 
Size 1 0.953 0.562 
Person 2 0.639 0.377 
Sex 1 0.416 0.246 
Error 336 1.695 
Total 345 1.690 
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Table C.13. Analysis of variance for question 30; "Conducting a 
research program" 
Source df Mean square F 
Main effects 4 0.368 0.342 
Size 1 1.115 1.036 
Person 2 0.058 0.054 
Sex 1 0.002 0.002 
Error 336 1.076 
Total 345 1.063 
Table C.14, Analysis of variance for question 37: "Supervising and 
auditing internal accounts" 
Source df Mean square F 
Main effects 4 2.277 1.386 
Size 1 6.102 3.715 
Person 2 1.041 0.634 
Sex 1 0.276 0.168 
Error 333 1.642 
Total 343 1.667 
Table C.15. Analysis of variance for question 38: "Directing a prograi 
of plant maintenance" 
Source df Mean square F 
Main effects 4 0.741 0.550 
Size 1 0.229 0.170 
Person 2 0.201 0.149 
Sex 1 1.332 0.988 
Error 333 1.348 
Total 343 1.365 
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Table C.16. Analysis of variance for question 39: "Helping the board 
of education in determining the educational needs of the 
community 
Source df 
Main effects 4 
Size 1 
Person 2 
Sex 1 
Error 333 
Total 343 
Mean square F 
1.500 3.428 
1.032 2.359 
0.633 1.448 
1.199 2.741 
0.438 
0.451 
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APPENDIX D: (310DP MEANS CCMPARING TAGGART/BROWN STUDIES 
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Table D.l. Group means for Taggart (T-1975) and Brown (B-1977) studies 
Principal Teacher Student X 
T B T B T B T B 
1 3.11 2.97 2.94 3.19 2.95 2.70 3.00 2.95 
2 4.80 1.31 4.80 1.39 4.60 1.83 4.73 1.51 
3 2.32 4.03 2.31 3.72 2.54 3.42 2.39 3.72 
4 3.82 2.70 3.15 3.10 3.28 3.27 3.42 3.02 
5 4.27 1.79 4.35 1.90 3.79 2.59 4.14 2.09 
6 3.96 2.45 3.68 2.65 3.79 2.60 3.81 2.56 
7 4.03 2.42 3.90 2.55 3.67 2.40 3.87 2.46 
8 4.50 1.58 4.17 2.04 3.79 2.35 4.15 1.99 
9 2.23 4.24 2.53 3.95 2.54 3.52 2.43 3.90 
10 4.26 1.55 4.31 1.78 4.31 2.08 4.29 1.80 
11 2.27 4.02 2.20 3.99 2.78 3.32 2.42 3.78 
12 4.09 2.05 3.30 2.86 3.32 2.52 3.57 2.48 
13 3.54 3.24 3.96 2.83 4.10 2.31 3.87 2.79 
14 3.48 3.20 3.46 2.92 3.36 2.74 3.43 2.95 
15 4.75 1.38 4.39 1.51 4.30 1.84 4.48 1.58 
16 3.42 3.27 3.33 3.10 3.30 2.76 3.35 3.04 
17 4.80 1.44 4.39 1.65 3.85 1.94 4.35 1.68 
18 4.90 1.23 4.74 1.34 4.21 1.64 4.62 1.40 
19 4.27 1.92 3.88 2.08 3.73 2.45 3.96 2.15 
20 3.59 3.02 3.29 2.98 3.36 2.72 3.41 2.91 
21 4.14 1.64 4.29 1.66 4.41 1.68 4.28 1.66 
22 3.04 3.58 3.00 3.39 2.95 3.01 3.00 3.33 
23 3.09 3.88 2.83 3.51 2.71 3.17 2.88 3.52 
24 4.17 2.44 4.57 2.00 4.32 1.94 4.35 2.13 
25 4.67 1.59 4.64 1.55 4.50 1.74 4.60 1.63 
26 4.00 2.69 4.27 2.26 3.85 2.37 4.04 2.44 
27 2.38 4.48 2.58 4.03 2.50 3.31 2.49 3.94 
28 3.66 3.14 3.44 3.06 3.39 2.69 3.50 2.96 
29 4.09 1.68 4.14 2.01 3.98 2.21 4.07 1.97 
30 3.53 2.97 3.22 3.00 3.32 3.06 3.36 3.01 
31 4.64 1.64 4.70 1.35 4.55 1.47 4.63 1.49 
32 3.29 3.31 2.98 3.24 3.06 2.81 3.11 3.12 
33 4.01 2.54 3.75 2.53 3.54 2.29 3.77 2.45 
34 3.66 2.73 3.27 2.84 3.47 2.63 3.47 2.73 
35 3.03 3.17 3.72 2.60 3.34 2.90 3.36 2.89 
36 4.00 1.90 4.20 2.21 3.69 2.55 3.96 2.22 
37 3.53 2.51 3.55 2.67 3.41 2.77 3.50 2.65 
38 3.61 3.35 3.66 3.22 3.14 3.41 3.32 3.33 
39 4.77 1.34 4.69 1.33 4.68 1.48 4.71 1.38 
40 4.69 1.59 4.26 2.31 4.17 2.18 4.37 2.03 
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APPENDIX E; OVERALL MEANS FOR EACH ITEM ON SURVEY 
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Table E.l. Overall means (X) for each item on Opinion Scale of School 
Principals' Role Function 
Role function X 
1. Directing a program for exceptional children. 2.95 
2. Inducting and orienting professional staff personnel. 1.57 
3. Inventorying supplies and equipment. 3.59 
4. Scheduling pupils. 3.06 
5. Determining need for and planning for plant expansion 
and renovation. 2.22 
6. Inducting and orienting nonprofessional staff 
personnel. 2.60 
7. Rating, promoting, and dismissing nonprofessional 
staff personnel. 2.48 
8. Counseling professional and nonprofessional staff 
personnel. 2.14 
9. Distributing supplies and equipment. 3.75 
10. Planning and coordinating a public relations program. 1.92 
11. Coordinating audio-visual activities. 3.66 
12. Revising the curriculum and selecting curriculum 
materials. 2.63 
13. Arranging for substitute teachers. 2.54 
14. Directing and supervising the student activity 
program. 2.84 
15. Recruiting and selecting professional staff personnel. 1.67 
16. Determining specifications for supplies and equipment. 2.94 
17. Rating, promoting, and dismissing professional 
staff personnel. 1.79 
18. Supervising professional staff personnel. 1.46 
19. Directing and coordinating the inservice training 
program. 2.23 
20. Supervising nonprofessional staff personnel. 2.87 
21. Working with PTA and other lay groups. 1.68 
22. Directing the health and safety program. 3.23 
23. Directing the guidance program. 3.40 
115 
Table E.l (Continued) 
Role function X 
24. Controlling student behavior. 1.98 
25. Holding conferences with parents and other lay 
citizens. 1.63 
26. Maintaining staff personnel records. 2.33 
27. Directing the school lunch program. 3.73 
28. Recruiting and selecting nonprofessional staff 
personnel. 2.92 
29. Preparing information to be disseminated by public 
COTsnunication media. 2.09 
30. Conducting a research program. 3.02 
31. Making recommendations to the board of education 
for policy formulation and revision. 1.43 
32. Maintaining student personnel records. 3.01 
33. Helping teachers in planning effective remedial 
instruction. 2.39 
34. Assisting teachers in diagnosing learning difficulties 
of students. 2.69 
35. Accounting of pupils, census, and attendance. 2.74 
36. Developing student reporting procedures. 2.32 
37. Supervising and auditing internal accounts. 2.73 
38. Directing a program of plant maintenance. 3.33 
39. Helping the board of education in determining the 
educational needs of the community. 1.41 
40. Scheduling professional and nonprofessional staff 
personnel. 1.97 
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APPENDIX F; DESCRIPTION OF POPULATION 
Table F.l. Description of population 
Category Number Percentage 
Smaller high schools 197 56.4 
Large high schools 152 43.6 
Total 349 100.0 
Student 155 44.4 
Teacher 168 48.1 
Principal 26 7.4 
Total 349 100.0 
Female 127 36.4 
Male 2^ 63.6 
Total 349, 100.0 
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APPENDIX G; RELIABILITY ANALYSIS FOR INSTRUMENT 
Table G.I. Reliability analysis for instrument 
Source df Mean square F 
Between people 331 6.4204 
Within people 12,948 1.6181 
Between measures 39 149.1498 127.2119 
Residual 12,909 1.17245 
Nonadditivity 1 241.8505 209.6111 
Balance 12,908 1.1538 
Total 13,279 1.7378 
Reliability Coefficient: Alpha = 0.81739 
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APPENDIX H: PRINCIPALS' PERFORMANCE EVALUATION INDICATORS 
(PPEI) 
Table H.l. Principals' performance evaluation indicators 
Role function 
1. Inducting and orienting professional staff personnel. 
2. Scheduling pupils. 
3. Determining need for and planning for plant expansion and 
renovation. 
4. Inducting and orienting nonprofessional staff personnel. 
5. Rating, promoting, and dismissing nonprofessional staff personnel. 
6. Counseling professional and nonprofessional staff personnel. 
7. Planning and coordinating a public relations program. 
8. Revising the curriculum and selecting curriculum materials. 
9. Supervising the student activity program. 
10. Recruiting and selecting professional staff personnel. 
11. Rating, promoting, and dismissing professional staff personnel. 
12. Supervising professional staff personnel. 
13. Directing and coordinating the inservice training program. 
14. Supervising nonprofessional staff personnel. 
15. Working with PTA and other lay groups. 
16. Controlling student behavior. 
17. Holding conferences with parents and other lay citizens. 
18. Maintaining staff personnel records. 
19. Preparing information to be disseminated by public communication 
media. 
20. Conducting a research program. 
21. Making recommendations to the board of education for policy 
formulation and revision. 
22. Maintaining student personnel records. 
23. Helping teachers in planning effective remedial instruction. 
24. Assisting teachers in diagnosing learning difficulties of 
students. 
25. Supervising of student, and attendance. 
26. Developing student reporting procedures. 
27. Supervising internal accounts. 
28. Directing a program of plant maintenance. 
29. Helping the board of education in determining the educational 
needs of the community. 
30. Scheduling professional and noiçrofessional staff personnel. 
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APPENDIX I: MEAN RESPONSES FOR ALL GROUPS 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
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Mean responses for the entire smaller school sample 
Smaller schools 
Students Teachers Principals 
_ Female _ Female _ Female 
X Male X Male X Male 
2.76 2.76 3.08 2.80 3.08 — 
2.76 3.20 3.08 
1.83 1.76 1.27 1.23 1.33 — 
1.89 1.28 1.33 
3.16 3.14 3.53 3.43 3.91 — 
3.17 3.58 3.91 
2.59 2.54 2.60 2.46 2.33 — 
2.63 2.67 2.33 
2.83 2.83 2.09 2.30 2.00 — 
2.82 2.00 2.00 
2.42 2.50 2.64 2.80 2.33 — 
2.35 2.57 2.33 
2.58 2.55 2.65 2.67 2.91 — 
2.61 2.64 2.91 
2.33 2.38 2.04 2.27 1.58 — 
2.38 1.94 1.58 
3.23 3.29 3.67 3.36 3.83 — 
3.17 3.80 3.83 
2.27 2.38 1.89 1.90 1.67 — 
2.17 1.88 1.67 
2.94 2.86 3.73 3.57 3.75 — 
3.02 3.80 3.75 
2.35 2.17 2.72 2.13 2.17 — 
2.52 2.99 2.17 
1.76 1.71 2.03 1.90 2.41 — 
1.80 2.08 2.41 
2.44 2.31 2.76 2.57 2.83 — 
2.57 2.85 2.83 
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Table I.l (Contiausd) 
Smaller schools 
Item 
Students 
Female 
Male 
Teachers 
Female 
Male 
Principals 
_ Female 
X Male 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
2.09 2.02 
2.15 
2.44 2.26 
2.61 
2.19 2.14 
2.24 
1.73 1.74 
1.72 
2.41 2.33 
2.48 
2.68 2.64 
2.72 
1.79 1.93 
1.67 
3.00 
1.67 
2.95 
3.04 
3.15 2.93 
3.35 
1.43 
1.89 
1.69 1.50 
1.87 
2.23 2.17 
2.30 
3.11 2.95 
3.26 
2.68 2.67 
2.69 
1.62 1.63 
1.61 
3.02 2.63 
3.19 
1.84 1.60 
1.94 
1.29 1.20 
1.34 
2.08 1.90 
2.16 
3.08 3.10 
3.07 
1.73 1.63 
1.78 
3.33 3.50 
3.25 
3.73 3.77 
3.72 
1.81 1.43 
1.98 
1.44 1.40 
1.46 
2.29 2.30 
2.28 
4.08 3.90 
4.16 
3.29 3.24 
3.31 
1.25 
2.83 
1.67 
1.17 
1.83 
2.83 
1.42 
3.58 
3.91 
2.17 
1.36 
2.67 
4.67 
3.50 
1.25 
2.83 
1.67 
1.17 
1.83 
2.83 
1.42 
3.58 
3.91 
2.17 
1.36 
2.67 
4.67 
3.50 
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Table I.l (Continued) 
Smaller schools 
Item 
Students 
_ Female 
X Male 
Teachers 
X Male 
Principals 
_ A 
X Male 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
2.34 2.26 
2.41 
3.11 3.11 
3.11 
1.56 1.48 
1.63 
2.56 2.50 
2.61 
2.18 2.19 
2.17 
2.44 2.19 
2.69 
2.57 2.50 
2.64 
2.52 2.38 
2,64 
2.96 3.02 
2.91 
3.29 3.41 
1.59 
3.53 
1.48 
1.71 
2.08 2.09 
2.07 
2.18 2.43 
2.06 
3.03 3.10 
3.00 
1.38 1.23 
1.45 
2.84 2.50 
3.00 
2.16 1.83 
2.31 
2.30 2.24 
2.32 
2.28 2.14 
2.34 
1.93 1.79 
1.98 
2.93 2.79 
2.98 
3.48 3.17 
3.61 
1.42 1.31 
1.46 
1.75 1.46 
1.87 
1.58 
3.00 
1.50 
3.25 
2.50 
2.25 
2.83 
1.58 
2.67 
3.33 
1.25 
1.33 
1.58 
37ÔÔ 
T75Ô 
J725 
2750 
2725 
2783 
ÏT58 
O7 
3733 
Î725 
1733 
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Table 1.2. Mean responses for the entire large school sample 
Large schools 
Students Teachers Principals 
Item Female Female Female 
X Male X Male X Male 
1 2.64 2.63 3.30 3.33 2.86 2.00 
2.64 3.29 2.92 
2 1.82 1.73 1.51 1.48 1.29 1.00 
1.89 1.53 1.30 
3 3.68 3.73 3.91 3.79 4.14 3.00 
3.64 3.97 4.23 
4 3.95 3.85 3.60 3.70 3.07 5.00 
4.02 3.54 2.92 
5 2.34 2.30 1.70 1.67 1.57 2.00 
2.38 1.72 1.54 
6 2.78 2.90 2.66 2.67 2.57 2.00 
2.67 2.66 2.61 
7 2.21 2.23 2.44 2.29 1.93 2.00 
2.19 2.51 1.92 
8 2.37 2.57 2.04 2.17 1.57 1.00 
2.21 1.98 1.61 
9 3.80 3.93 4.26 3.92 4.64 5.00 
3.70 4.44 4.62 
10 1.89 2.10 1.67 1.50 1.93 2.00 
1.72 1.77 1.38 
11 3.70 3.80 4.25 4.33 4.28 5.00 
3.61 4.21 4.23 
12 2.68 2.50 3.00 3.08 1.93 1.00 
2.83 2.96 2.00 
13 2.85 3.03 3.63 3.67 4.07 4.00 
2.69 3.61 4.07 
14 3.04 2.93 3.08 2.79 3.57 5.00 
3.14 3.23 3.46 
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Table 1.2 (Continued) 
Item 
Students 
Female 
Male 
Large schools 
Teachers 
Female 
Male 
Principals 
Female 
Ï Male 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
1.58 
3.07 
1.69 
1.54 
2.48 
2.75 
1.57 
3.19 
1.79 
2.51 
3.51 
2.70 
1.60 
1.56 
3.16 
3.00 
1.53 
1.81 
1.50 
1.57 
2.57 
2.41 
2.90 
2.62 
1.60 
1.54 
3.02 3.21 
2.84 
3.43 
3.00 
2.20 2.33 
2.10 
1.67 
1.89 
2.40 
2.59 
3.57 
3.46 
2.97 
2.48 
1.39 
3.18 
1.45 
1.38 
2.07 
2.87 
1.58 
3.45 
3.29 
2.18 
1.65 
2.23 
3.97 
2.83 
1.45 
1.36 
3.04 
3.25 
1.46 
1.45 
1.38 
1.38 
2.04 
2.08 
2.65 
2.98 
1.58 
1.57 
3.29 
3.53 
3.37 
3.25 
2.04 
2.25 
1.46 
1.74 
1.87 
2.40 
3.83 
4.04 
2.56 
2.96 
1.50 1.00 
1.54 
2.00 3.71 
1.21 
1.28 
2.00 
3.21 
1.86 
3.57 
3.85 
2.71 
1.78 
2.71 
4.28 
2.77 
3.85 
1.00 
1.23 
2.00 
1.23 
2.00 
2.00 
5.00 
3.07 
2.00 
1.85 
4.00 
3.54 
5.00 
3.76 
2.00 
2.77 
4.00 
1.61 
1.00 
2.84 
5.00 
4.23 
1777 
125 
Table 1.2. (Continued) 
Item 
Students 
_ Female 
X Male 
Large schools 
Teachers 
_ FPmfll P 
X Male 
Principals 
_ Ffimale 
X Male 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
2.07 2.03 
2.11 
3.00 2.87 
3.10 
1.37 1.17 
1.54 
3.06 3.23 
2.92 
2.40 2.27 
2.51 
2.81 2.73 
2.86 
3.22 3.47 
3.02 
2.58 2.53 
2.62 
2.58 2.43 
2.70 
3.40 3.40 
3.41 
1.36 1.23 
1.46 
2.27 2.40 
2.17 
1.84 1.92 
1.80 
2.96 2.71 
3.08 
1.31 1.58 
1.17 
3.63 3.08 
3.91 
2.90 2.71 
3.00 
3.37 3.46 
3.31 
2.91 2.67 
3.04 
2.48 2.33 
2.56 
2.41 2.20 
2.51 
2.96 2.97 
2.98 
1.24 1.21 
1.25 
1.98 1.58 
2.19 
1.78 
2.93 
1.78 
3.36 
2.57 
3.21 
3.50 
2.21 
2.35 
3.36 
1.43 
1.85 
2.00 
1.77 
5.00 
2.77 
1.00 
1.85 
4.00 
3.30 
5.00 
2.38 
4.00 
3.15 
5.00 
3.38 
2.00 
2.23 
1.00 
2.46 
4.00 
3.30 
1.00 
1.46 
1.00 
1.92 
